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ABSTRACT 

Discussion cf National Science Foundation (NSF) 
funding of precollege science education revolves around the 
controversy^ of whether NSF should fund "Man: A Course of Study" 
(MACOS) • NSF had funded MACOS' curriculum development,, 
inpleaentation, and poste valuation during 1963-1975, The controversy 
began in March 1975 when U.S. Congressman John C.onlan introduced a 
measure to the House Committee on Sci^ance and Technology >.o bar 
further funding of MACOS in support of Phoenix schools' moral 
opposition to MACOS. The controversy quickly expanded to four major 
political issues: (1) the proper allocation 6f economic activity 
between the public and private sectors; (2) the proper division of 
power between the federal and local governments; (3) the proper 
distribution of power, authority, and decision-making roles among 
scientists-bureaucrats ^and citizens-politicians; and (4) which values 
should dominate public activity, scientific or traditional. The 
related events during 1975 are presented, such as activity and 
reports of the House of Representatives, letters, and news media 
reports. Specifically looked at are Harvey Averch's NSF testimony to 
the House in February 1975, NSF's disposition of its 19 current 
projects, and the House debate on the 1977 budget. In response to the 
controversy, NSF decided to stop funding curriculum implementation 
projects, continue funding curriculum development at a reduced level, 
and begin various monitoring procedures. An extensive reading list on 
related topics is included. <ND) 



Documents acquired by ERIC include many informal unpublished materials r.'^t available from other sources ERIC makes every 
effort to obtain the best copy available. Never th'jless, items of marginal reproducibility are often encountered and this affects the 
quality of the microfiche and hardcopy reproductions ERIC makes available via the ERIC Document Reproduction Service (EDRS), 
EDRS is not responsible for the quality of the original document. Reproductions supplied by EDRS are the best that can be made from 
1 ^ lal 

ERIC 



U S DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH. 
EDUCATION A WELFARE 
NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF 
EDUCATION 

THIS DOCUMENT HAS BEEN REPRO- 
OUCEO EXACTLY AS RECEIVED FROM 
THE PERSDN DR DRGANIZATIDN DRIGIN* 
ATING IT PDINTS DF VIEW DR DPINIDnS 
STATED DD NDT NECESSARILY REPRE- 
SENT OFFICIAL NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF 
EDUCATION POSITION OR POLICY 



The NSF Science Education Controversy: 
Issues , Events , Decisions 
by 

Karen B. Wiley 



Karen B. Wiley is an Assistant Director of the Social Science Education 
Consortium, Inc., and Senior Editor of the ERIC Clearinghouse for 
Social Studies/Social Science Education 



Published jointly by: 

ERIC Clearing housia> for Social Studies/Social Science Education, 
Boulder , Colorado 

and 

Social Science Education Consortium, Inc., Boulder, Colorado 



9 

1976 



The mc\terial in this publication was prepared pursuant to a contract 
with the National Institute of Education, U.S. Department of Health, 
Education, and Welfare, Contractors undertaking such projects under 
cjovernment sponsorship are encouraged to express freely their judgment 
in professional and technical matters. Prior to publication, the 
manuscript was submitted to the National Council for the Social Studies 
for critical review and determination of professional competence. 
Points of viev; or opinions, however, do not necessarily represent the 
official view or opinions of either the National Council for the Social 
Studies or the National Institute of Education 




ORDERING INFORMATION 

This publication is available from: 

Social ocience Education Consortium, Inc. 

S5S Broadway 

Boulder, Colorado 00302 

(ORDER SSEC PCJBLICATTON NO. 191) • 

it is also listed in Resources in Education and can be obtained in 
microfiche and hard copy from the ERIC Document Reproduction Service, 
ulontifiod as SO 009 589. See RosovrcDS In Education for orclering 
.1 n forma t i.on and ED numl^er. 



EKLC 



3 



PREFACE 



Karen Wiley presents here the results of a painstaking analytical 
study of events that are of vital interest to all educators, and 
particularly to social science/social studies educators. In the midst 
of an emotion- laden furore, she has made an heroic effort to be objective 

One of the most important contributions of the paper, in my own view 
is her convincing argument that, despite the importance of many issues 
raised about the proper roles and procedures of government, the real 
heart of the controversy is values. Values are taught in all educational 
efforts, not just in those curriculum development and implementation 
efforts the criticism of which is reviewed in this paper. The issue 
between "scientific" and "traditional" values, as Wiley hesitantly calls 
them, is really the question, "To what extent shall the values most 
commonly accepted in our society be open to examination?" The paper 
throws much light on this vital issue, without presuming to settle it. 

This publication is a part of the continuing effort of ERIC/ChESS 
and the SSEC to inform educators and other interested persons about 
important developments in social studies and social science education. 

Irving Morrissett 
Director^ ERIC/ChESS 
Executive Director, SSEC 



i 



4 



ACKNOWLEDGMENTS 



I would like to thank John Patrick of Indiana University, Bob Beery of 
the Rochester (Minnesota) Public Schools, and Fran Haley and Irving Morrissett 
of the SSEC for their sympathetic criticism and many useful suggestions for 
improving this manuscript. Also, Congressman Timothy Wirth's staff members 
and several present and former staff members of the National Science Foun- 
dation always responded quickly and amiably to my requests for information 
and documents. Personnel in the Government Documents Section of Norlin 
Library at the University of Colorado showed infinite patience in helping me 
locate records of Congressional actions and debates. Cherie Kuhn of ERIC/ 
ChESS likewise showed infinite patience in turning illegible handwriting into 
finished typescript. 



Karen B. Wiley 



TABLE OF CONTENTS 

Preface i 

Acknowledgments ii 

Introduction 1 

Growth of NSF Science Education Activity, 1950-1975 2 

MACOS: The Initial Focus of Controversy 5 

The Issues 6 

Public vs. Private 8 

Federal vs. Local 12 

Experts vs. The People 17 

Scientific Values vs. Traditional Values 25 

Summary of the Positions ...33 

The Events 34 

Spring 1975 34 

Summer 1975 40 

Fall 1975 42 

The Decisions 47 

Averch Testimony 47 

Disposition of 19 Current Projects 50 

House Debate on 1977 Budget 51 

Summary of Decisions 52 

A Less-than-f inal Word 54 

References 55 

For Further Reading 59 



iii 



THE NSP SCIENCE EDUCATION CONTROVERSY; ISSUES, EVENTS, DECISIONS 
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Introduction 

In the summer of 1954, the National Science Foundation (NSF) sup- 
ported- its first high school science teacher training institute. On - 
March 17, 197 5, H. Guy ford Stever , the Director of NSF, announced that 
NSF would obligate no more funds for curriculum implementation activities 
pending completion of a thorough study. 

On November 27, 1956, NSF granted its first precollege science cur- 
riculum development award, to the Physical Science Study Committee. On 
March 10, 1976, the Foundation issued a press release explaining its de- 
cision to strictly curtail current curriculum development activities. 
About one month before, Harvey Averch, NSP's Acting Assistant Director 
for Science Education, had outlined in Congressional testimony a tenta- 
tive new direction for the Foundation's precollege science education 
program. 

In the 20-odd years between the Foundation's first small venture in- 
to precollege science education and the apparent retreat of 1975-76, it 
had sponsored 53 cui'riculum development projects and a substantially larg- 
er number, not specif ical?- reported anywhere, of teacher training and 
"implementation" projects. It began its efforts in the natural and phys- 
ical sciences and mathematics and later expanded its scope to include 
social science education. It began its efforts in teacher training in 
the content and methodology of the sciences and later expanded into 
training in pedagogy and materials. 

Some who watched this expansion welcomed the greater federal activ- 
ity in curriculum and 'instructional reform; others viewed it with di.smay 
and mounting alarm. That alarm periodically surfaced in Congressional 
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oversight debates. Its most recent and serious expression in the halls 
of Congress began on March 6, 1975, when Congressman John Conlan of 
Arizona introduced a measure before the House Committee on Science and 
Technology to bar further .landing of the NSF-sponsored curriculum, Man: 
A Course of Study (MACOS) . From there, the controversy expanded beyond 
the confines of Congressional chambers to the professional and mass media. 
It expanded from a question about a single curriculum package to a ques- 
tion about the Foundation's entire precollege science education program. 
And it expanded from a- single, limited issue into a broad, major issue 
raising complex fundamental questions about the U.S. political system and 
basic American values. 

The expansion of the controversy seems, at this point, to have 
brought about a contraction and redirection of NSF activity in precollege 
science education. It is the purpose of this article to describe how 
this contraction came about. 

Growth of NSF Science Education Activity, 1950-1975 

The Foundation was established by the National Science Foundation 
Act of 1950 (U.S.. Congressr 64 Stat. 149-157), which charged NSF with 
promoting "basic research and education in the sciences" Csec . 3(a) (1)3. 
This primary charge of the Foundation could be interpreted broadly, al- 
though the language of the Act referred explicity only to a limited range 
of educational activities at the undergraduate and graduate levels (spe- 
cifically, provision of scholarships and fellowships for science educa- 
tion) in the natural sciences (physical, medical, and biological), math- 
ematics, and engineering. 

The officials of the Foundation at first were reticent about inter- 
preting their educational charge broadly. But within a very few years — 
with strong pressure from Congress, the science and education communities, 
and the public — the Foundation expanded its activities in science edu- 
cation, until at one point the science education budget constituted nearly 
one half of the entire Foundation budget — $64 million out of the total 
appropriation of $136 million in fiscal year 1959. (Library of Congress 
1976, Ch.ri) 
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Although tho Foundation's activities had expanded into science edu- 
cation at all levels and into the social sciences with the encouragement 
and approval of ConcjresS; these developments were not recognized offi- 
cially in the Act until the late sixties and early seventies. In 1968, 
the language of the Act was changed to include explicit references to the 
5Jocial sciences. In 1972, the statute was amended to include specific 
reference to precollege education and a broader conception of the kinds 
of educational support provided by the Foundation. (U. S. Congress, 64 
Stat. 149; "National Science Foundation," 42 U.S.C. 1861-1875; "National 
Science Foundation," 42. U,S,C, 1973 Supp . 1862.) 

The Foundation first began attending to precollege science education 
in the summer of 1954, when it sponsored a summer institute for high 
5:;chool teachers ot mathematics. The institute was suggested by a scien- 
tist outside the Foundation and was considered an experiment. The Foun- 
dation was searching for ways to increase high school student interest in 
and preparation for college-level study in science. The concern over 
preparation of scientific manpower, which would be galvanized into a top 
national priority in October 1957 with the Soviet launching of Sputnik, 
was just beginning to develop at this point. The Foundation's officials 
were still hesitant about entering into precollege education, but at the 
urging of Congress, they sponsored a few more summer institutes in the 
following years. 

Then, in fiscal year 1956 two new elements were added to. the program. 
Academic Year Institutes for the training of high school science teachers 
were begun and the Foundation made its first entry into the area of cur- 
riculum development by holding several conferences of educators, scien- 
tists, and federal officials to discuss science curriculum and its im- 
provem(5nt . Its first grant for curriculum development was awarded on 
November 27, 1956, to Massachusetts Institute of Technology for the 
Physical Science Study Coramittee (PSSC) project. Development of in- 
structional materials grew out of the teacher training experiences. It 
became app^ire'nt that up-to-date and imaginative materials were needed to 
help teachers translate the 5:cientific content and methods they had 
learned in institutes into effective classroom practices. In the next 
three years, the teacher training efforts were expanded and new curric- 
ulum dcvelopiaent project.^:? in chemistry and biology were begun. In 1959, 
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for the first time, the Foundation supported an institute that would 
focus on the teaching of one of its own curricula, PSSC. (Library of 
Congress 1976) 

During the period 1950-75, NSF spent approximately $1.6 billion on 
its science education programs, of which about $189 million, or 12 per- 
cent, was for curriculum materials development and implementation. 
(Library of Congress 1976, Appendix A; Science Curriculum Review Team 
1975, Vol. II, Appendix 7) Of the $189 million, $107 million was spent 
for materials development and $82 million for implementation.' 

Average support for the 53 funded projects was about $3.6 million 
ppr project. However, support for individual projects varied greatly, 
from $200,000 or less for each of eight projects, (most of which produced 
no conuiiercLally publishable materials) to over $10 million for each of 
six projects-, one of which received^^ million. . 

Forty-ttiree of the projects were focused on mathematics and the 
natural sciences, ten on the social sciences. The average support for 
the social science projects was about $2.6 million, compared with $3.8 
million for the matheniatics and natural science projects. None of the 
social science projects were in the $10 million class. (Science Curric- 
ulum Review Team 1975, Vol. II, Appendix 7) 

Thus, within the first decade of its existence , the Foundation had 
ejnbarked on both of the science education activities that were to be the 
focus of controversy in 1975 — development and implementation. (It did 
not r however, enter the controversial area of social science curriculum 
development until 1962, when it awarded a grant to the American Anthro- 
poioyical Association for the Anthropology Curriculum Study Project.) I 
shall^not recount the developments during the intervening years here, 
since the current controversy over the Foundation's science education 
program is the primary matter of concern for this paper. Readers who are 
interested in the history of the NSF science education program should 
consult the very thorough historical report by the Library of Congress to 
thf\ House Subcommittee on Science, Research, and Technology', The National 
Sc.ienao Foundation and Pre-College Science Education: ISSO-ISIS . 

10 
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r4AC0S: The Initial Focus of Controvers 



The controversy that evolved during 1975 grew out of complaints 
about one specific NSF-funded curriculum^ Man: A Course of Study (MACOS) . 

MACOS was developed by Education Development Center (EDC) of Cam- 
bridge, Massachusetts, under three grants from the National Science 
Foundation, awarded during the period 1963-1969 and amounting to a total 
of about $4.8 million. In addition, the Foundation provided approxi- 
mately $2-3 million during 1967-75 to a number of institutions, including 
EDC, for implementing MACOS and about. $326, 000 for postevaluation of MACOS 
between 1970 and 1975. (General Accounting Office 1975, p. 2) The mate- 
rials were developed under the tutelage of the psychologist- Jerome Bruner 
and, from 1966 until its close, Peter B. Dow was director of the project, 

TbiS MACOS curriculum is well described by Dow himself: 

Man: A Course of Study is a course for upper elementary 
school children in the study of human behavior that is orga- 
nized around the question "What is human about human beings?*' 
The goals of the program are threefold: to give students a 
set of models for thinking about the social world, to provide 
them with some intellectual tools for investigating human be- 
havior, and to evoke in children an appreciation of the common 
humanity that all human beings^ share. To achieve these goals, 
the developers of the course devised a series of units drawn 
from several well-researched studies of animal behavior? con- 
structed exercises and materials that permit children to 
gather data, formulate hypotheses, explore inferences, and 
compare information gathered from a variety of sources, in- 
cluding their own direct observations; and created an extensive 
case study of a culture very different from our own Cthe 
Netsilik Eskimos]. These materials ^ units, and exercises draw 
upon a wide variety of media, including games, records, pic- 
tures, charts, a diversity of written materials, together with 
an extensive library of ethnographic film. These materials 
are specifically designed to accommodate a wide variety of 
skill levels and learning styles, and they have been organized 
to promote an open-ended exploration of the uniqueness of human 
beings as a species and the underlying similarities that unite 
all races, ethnic groups, and cultures. Recurring themes in- 
clude the life cycle, learning, dependency, parental care, 
adaptation, dominance, affection and love, agression, social 
organization , language, technology, beliefs , and values . 
These themes are explored from different perspectives through- 
out the course. {Social Education , Oct. 1975, pp. 388-89, 393) 

In 1967, as the developmental effort was approaching its final stages, 

F.DC began its search for a coinmercial publisher for MACOS. Over 50 
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publishers were contacted and 43 indicated an interest in the materials. 
(General Accounting Office 1975, p. 23) Hpwever, it turned out that none 
were willing to undertake publication and marketing. Both production and 
marketing would be extremely costly in comparison to normal textbook pub- 
lishing standards. The materials comprised a variety of expensive media-*- 
especially films. And EDC was requiring that the publisher include rela- 
tively extensive teacher training in its installation services, because 
of the unique nature of the course's teaching strategies and the powerful 
potential of the subject matter. In addition, the publishers noted that 
some of the content was controversial. This, together with the high price 
that would have to be charged, meant that MACOS was too great a risk. 

Because no publisher could be found, NSF authorized EDC in 1969 to 
undertake publishing and distribution on an experimental basis in order 
"to demonstrate the commercial feasibility and profitability of marketing 
MACOS" (General Accounting Office 1975, p. 23). Later that year, NSF 
decided to allow a lower-than-usual royalty rate for a commercial pub- 
lisher, could one be found, to help bring down the publisher's costs. 
The success of EDC's distribution efforts and the. lowered royalty rate 
eventually attracted the interest of five commercial publishers, four of 
which subsequently submitted bids. "Curriculum Development Associates of 
Washington, D.C., was chosen in 1970, mainly because of its willingness 
and capabilities in offering the specialized teacher training as part of 
school district installation of the program (General Accounting ;0f f ice 
1975, p. 24) , 

Since its publication in 1970, there have been several outcroppings 
of community opposition to the course- Although controversies have not 
been common in the 1,700 school districts in 47 states using the materials 
in 1975, scattered complaints have been heard in several states, including 
Florida, Maryland, Texas, Washington, and — of particular significance for 
the 1975 nationalization of the controversy — Arizona. 

The Issues 

The Phoenix, Arizona, area can lay claim to originating the 1975 
controversy over NSF ' s science education program. Phoenix, Arizona, is 
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Congressman John Conian's home district. It was the local controversy 
over the installation of MACOS in the Phoenix schools that impelled Conlan 
to raise the issue in the House Committee on Sciencr- md Tcvhnology during 
its discussion of the Fiscal 1976 NSF budget cv 
On March G, 197 5, Conlan moved that 

No funds authorized shall be available dii, indirectly 
for further development or implementation of "Man: A Course 
of Study," MACOS. (Quoted by Rep. Symington, U. S. Congress, 
April 9, 1975, p. H.?595) 

The specific complaints against MACOS that were raised in this and 
subsequent debate were: 

1) The content of the course is unfit for American children; the 
courBO advocates un-American values. 

2) The instructional methods of the course are manipulative. 

3) The implementation activities of the developer go beyond the 
Concfre.ssional mandate; they constitute unfair competition with private 
publiiihers; and they exert undue influence on local decision makers. 

Tli(» j.tilt. ifil f{.^cus of the debate on MACOS quickly broadened to a 
cjuestioning of NfJF's entire procollege science education program. The 
charges against MACOS' content and pedagogy were generalized to other NSF 
projects. All of NSP's implementation efforts came under criticism. 
P:ven NSF's management pvacticea in regard to development project* were 
scrutinized. It Wcis charged that the Foundation's procedvures with regard 
to netyK'] assessment, rovvow and selection of proposals, and monitoring 
and uv»vluati,on of proj<K7ts did not provide accountability. 

As the debate broadened, it became apparent that at itH heart wore 
four major, enduring American political questions; 

\) Wliat the f>roper allocation of economic activity between tho. 
\ HI I ) i 1 c i 1 1: c t or and t)\o p r i va t a s o c-' t or ? 

2) What is the proper division of powLO* between the federal govern*- 
mnnt aiui local guvtu nmeut j?? 

i) What ii; t lu^ ja upor di jitriVMit ion of power, authority, and deeision- 
makirui rolt»*i iimr^rui Vdrinus groups in t))o political Hystom--'-»ponir.lcally, 
amnr\g fuM tMil i Mt,*? .uid bur»M\u^rat;ji r^n the one )\an(l and eitliUMUT and poli- 
1 1 1' I ann on I lit»r 

*\) Whif-'h ^MluoM r.hould ilomlnate [)ublie aativit;y (in this {u\i\i\, 

\\\ 
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education) paid for by taxpayers* dollars — "scientific" values or "tradi- 
tional" values? 

These four issues provide the framework for examining the arguments raised 
in the debate over MACOS and the Foundation's precollege science education 
program. 

Public vs. Private 

This is the traditional debate about whether and to what degree the 
government should intervene in the operations of the private market. 

The critics charge that NSF activity has unfairly favored some pub- 
lishers over others in the competitive process; that federal intervention 
in the publishing business is unnecessary in the first place; and that 
federal intervention has warped the marketplace in favor of unwanted, 
dangerous curricula, 

Uep, Lloyd of Tennesfiee expressed alarm at "the expenditure of Fed- 
eral funds for the sale and promotion of a particular educational course 
of study, which must compete in the marketplace with nonsubsidized mate- 
rials developed by private enterprise" (U.S, Congress, April 9, 1975, 
p, H2593), Conlan laid out more specific charges against MACOS and other 
projects, claiming that, in some cases, the process by which publishers 
bid on NSF development products was not competitive. Further, special 
royalty arrangements with publishers absorbed part of the cost of market- 
ing and tlrnn enabled thom to "undercut" the competition (Conlan 1975, 
p. 3^)2), Also, Conlan said, NSF support of field testing has allowed 
[>ubUHhor55 "to Iron out tha Vnigs in their products at taxpayers* expense" 
and, t.lif) nuitcirials being tented act as "a wedge to replace competing cur- 
riculum programs — a promotional gimmick to assure widespread sales and 
I>it>i:it:a" for tht> publiiihor (II, H, Congress, March 25, 1976, p, H2391) , 
Aiul finally, fedfjral support of teacher training In the uno of NSF mate- 
rials provided oxtra inducomont^ for those involved in adoption decisions, 
(fivincf the publishors of NSF materials another unfair advantage over com- 
[iot.itui puhlijihor?;, all at taxpayer expense (Conlan 1975, p, 392), 

Ac\.ar<ll!U| to Ww u'ritics, tlio clufondorri of federal inUorvontion are 
wroiuf when tlioy claim that uwah fodoral Lt^torvont.lon han boon nocosfjary 
in order to l\olp \ privat:o rnarket:f)laco bring innovations to the public, 
Vhu priVc\to markot-placo in (juito capable of mounl;inq largo innovattivo 

1 .i 
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programs when they are demanded, say the critics. As George Weber has 
noted, 

The argument for this activity has generally been that 
private publishers do not have the resources to risk in 
such broad, expensive research. That may be, but it is 
interesting to note that fundamentally new materials have 
been developed in the area of beginning reading instruction 
without federal funds and, indeed, in the face of federal 
disfavor. (1975, p. 82) 

Joanne McAuley called for recognitic jI i- publishers' capacities: 

"It is time for the Federal Governmon- .owledge the vast capabil- 

ities of commercial firms in the private sector to do the education cur- 
riculum job without Federal interference'* (1975, p. 20), 

The critics note an advantage of leaving curriculum innovation to 
the publishers. They believe that the publishers are much more in tune 
with the wants and needs of the public than is the federal government, 
Conlan quoted a letter he received from Robert R, Laidlaw, president of 
Laidlaw Brothers, a textbook publisher, that stressed this auset of pri- 
vate pubJ.ishing firms: 

The large RSD projects undertaken by university people, 
non-classroom educators , educational theorists , educational 
psychologists, and various research groups try to revolutionize 
the content or the method of teaching (the bigger and more 
radical the idea is, the more success they aeem to have in 
getting federal funding) and too frequently the radical de- 
parture from present content and present methods proves to be 
unsuccessful because present teachers and present pupils do 
not have the required background of understanding and concepts 
on which the revolutionary change of content or method depends. 
Too often the revolutionary methods are impractical within the 
present structure of education, within the manner in which 
prosont day classrooms are organized, or within the time allot- 
ment that teachers have at their disposal. Too often those 
mothtxls arci in contradiction to the legal requirements of var- 
ious states for teaching specific material and content. (U.S. 
Concjrosa, March 25, 1976, p. II2390) 

Publishers, accordinq to tho critics, are much more likely to be able to 
attune thoir innovationft to oxistiny conditions and ideas, Federal in- 
tervention, cm tho other hand, has high potential for warping the pro- 
cejiM of innoviiUion out: oT all proportion to nood and akowing the market- 
plru.'o In favor of unwant(?d and even dangerous productfi. Criticfi cite the 
"Now Math f i<uica'» funded by NSF (Conlan in U.S. Congroas, March 25, 1076, 
p, M2.V)0), As iloorgo WoV)er notos. 



10 



There is no doubt, too, that new programs developed with fed- 
eral money have a certain advantage in the marketplace. Wit- 
ness how quickly and thoroughly the new math programs drove 
the older programs out, to the point where many school systems, 
concerned about what new math had done to computational skills 
at the elementary school level, had no alternative materials 
readily available, (1975, p. 82) 

The defenders of NSF educational activity counter that sometimes fed- 
eral intervention in the private marketplace is justified. Such is the 
ca.se when private firms are not ' clear national needs on heir 

own. In *se situations it i. nu. uoU that the effect should be 

to "skew" the market in new directions and it is not necessarily true that 
these new directions are unwanted and damaging, ^ 

NSF's original tentative and unenthusiastic entry into curriculum 
development and teacher training was sustained and enlarged by a clear 
national demand, expressed tlirough Congress, to close the "knowledge gap" 
so 5tartlingly dramatized by the Soviet launching of Sputnik in 1957, It 
was widely Yield at the time that private publishers did not have the re- 
sources or the willingness to take risks that would be required to prodj-r*-:* 
up-to-date, scientifically sound v:urriculum materials and that univers 
would need assistance in traini:;' and retraining teachers in the scienc 
It was judged to be in the natin:.:-! interest that stimulate develop: \t 

.nd training in the lagging mar^.--:.r, , 

This is still the basic ra -unale for NSF's activity today, as Harvt 
Averch, Acting Director ot* NSF'^^ science education program, testified be- 
fore the Subcommittee on Science, Research, and Technology this year: 

Pre-Collego curriculuni development has been that part of 
our RfiD program receiving the most attention in the last year. 
In this area there are private sector suppliers and so I would 
like to outline tlie crltt.»ri,\ which I believe i^ihould determine 
when and if Federal i.nvo J vonr=nl. is warranted. This involve- 
ment \xv\y oi.cur if; (I) '/in- exists a relativt»iy low level of 
U^D by t he private s up:^! i^-j and an insuf f icien:. rate of tech- 
nicfil r r^xfresn; (2) t n-i - . -^-i it: some instituticnal l>arriors to 

<ietor P.N.r by private 'iui)!; _^ and (3) the public value of 

hochni:* Ii.>S i-ca I ndvanr- Lr; ii: - . (1976, pp. 14*- 13) 

•itr observers \ t^ol there fM:lL- ~ ist barriers to innovatior^ witlu n the 

[iriv,Uo marki>t;, Rep. Fuqun oi rida rcu^ponded to Conlan'n contention 

thai. pMViit.e publvMhurs lioe no ru-M'd for federal intervention! 

Finally, the d I Mt:i nqvn shod qontleman from Ari^.ona ha^ 
stat.od that- he haji t;ont:acMtM! lUiijor publiuhors of school 
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materials and only two have come out in favor of NSF involve- 
nent in curriculum development and implementation. I have had 
the chance to review those publishers' responses. Additionally, 
the committee staff contacted a number of publishers at my re- 
quest. I submit that the publishers' responses are not all 
that clear-cut. There appears to be honest disagreement among 
these publishers as to the appropriate degree of Federal in- 
volvement in this area. The publishers* responses do not over- 
whelmingly favor one side or the other. My reading of the re- 
sponses, then, is that there is not overwhelming demand from 
the school book publishing industry to end federally funded 
curriculum development and implementation. This matter, I 
feel, warrants further study and cannot be used as an argument 
to end NSF funding of precollege urriculum development. I 
might add that during our hearings the National Science 
Teachers Association expressed considerable skepticism about 
the publishing industry's willingness or ability to invest in 
the research and development necessary to produce current mate- 
rial in a timely manner. (U.S, Congress, March 25, 1976, p. 
H2415) 

Averch's comment applies sp^icif .ic-^ 1 ly to curriculum development. 

By extension, it has been ap\ -yd "-u xmp 1 eme n t anr.i o n activities as well: 

Mr. Chairman, the K.i?.:. .-omL Science Foundation was man- 
^ dated by Congress , to , d.evc Lop -^"ji.::atiqnal progrcuus in an in- 
novative way and not simi* 7 r:.^ rt^velop them and put them on 
the shelf but to make th<rri r . liable to the school boards and 
the school districts of t:h^ ouTitry, not to ram them down 
their throats, but just sihv^^ thexw to them. (Rep. Symington 
in U.S. Congress, April li/i:, P. H2589) 

Curri-Mlum development c-innot Iriave the desired effect of improving 
the school curriculum, it is .^i^d* its products never reach the schools, 
Tho implementation activitie - or^:fi^>-^^y to move such innovative materials 
into the scIkjoIs qo far beyoii;-, iuai'xaii.ng required for tradition«il text- 
books , 

But because the market, ■ \. i;ented by the established cur- 
ricula in the schools ar mor-; importantly, by the prepa: tion 
of their teachers, had 1 v far behind the accelerating d- 

vance of sciencG, the NT' .\ -:../v it advisable to commit la re 
additional l:undinq to 'Vi t ; » U t^r^n .ation'* in order to assure r.]ie 
boat return upon tho thousands :nd then millions of dollar, it 



was investing in tho developm^ 
Hoc Science. . • 1075, p. 2) 

There in a strong tendency aiiov 

mivleln. Familiar content and i. i 

compot. itivo advantaqo in mont: :ilt:u=> 

innov.U: ivt) miit.or ial.M in ('omjvtvv 



)f science curricula. (A-' 

.: consumer.^ to adhere to established 
inf,^truot:ional approacho.s have the 
jun, ilutit to got a fair hoarincj I'crr 
' naditional matorialti requires 
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substantially more of a "marketing" effort than is customary. Teachers 
have to receive enough training so that they come to feel comfortable with 
new methods and ideas and can compare them on equal footing with their cus- 
tomary teaching activities. Further, because the new materials are fre- 
quently much more costly to produce than traditional textbooks — new mate- 
rials use a variety of media — some assistance, such as special royalty 
rates, is necessary just to bring the production costs down to a compet- 
itive level. No question of undercutting here, say proponents of federal 
funding . 

While critics point with dismay to the example of the success of the 
"new math" in spreading throughout the country, defenders of federal in- 
tervention point with pride to similar examples, Peter Dow notes with 
regard to MACOS' impact on publishers' offerings that 

it is perhaps more than coincidental that many commercial 
publishers are now producing anthropologiceuLly-based materials 
for the elementary school, and multimedia rormats are increas- 
ingly in demand. According to one reckoning, there are nearly 
30 competing programs to Man: A Course of Study now in the 
educational marketplace. This is a substantial change from 

1968>' when publishers- informed EDC that there was no call for 

such material in the schools. (Dow, Social Education, Oct, 1975, 
p. 396) 

Supporters see such results of federal support as desirable and beneficial 
and as responsive to a clear expression of the national interest. They 
see such results as evidence that federal intervention was needed to stim- 
ulate activity in'cho private market place, 

[''od firal vs. liOcal 

Following close on the heels of the private vs. public issue is the 
question of federal control vs. local control of education. This part of 
the controversy qiveti a modern cast to the classic American federalist 
debate; Llio focus ir> on the relationship of local units, rather than 
states, Lo the national qovorninont. The issue as posod is whether the 
federal (jovornmont Is usurping local scliool district decision-making power 
and authority. 

Critic'i^ arc|\u^ t:hat', docmiona about: the public school curriculum have 
traditionally and riqht fully boon left to the local community ^md its 
ropro.sontatlvoH , t.hi^ momberi' of: tho school board. NSK and its projects 
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have attempted to exert undue influence on district employees — 

administrators and teachers — luring them to adopt curriculum packages 

that are not really wanted by their communities. 

NSF officials told our Group that 'local choices* govern use 
of NSF-funded curriculum programs. But this is empty rhetoric 
when one fully understands the implied Federal endorsement 
associated with such NSF funding and the overpowering coercive 
effect on local options when such a nationwide curriculum 
promotion and marketing mechanism is geared up to influence 
school decision-makers. (McAuley 1975, p. 7) 

Among the unfair enticements is the purportedly lower cost of NSF 
materials in comx:>arison to commercially developed and marketed materials. 
This argumentv of course, connects the public vs, private issue with the 
federal vs. local issue. Another '*lure" is NSF-subsidized teacher train- 
ing in the use of particular NSF materials. Extra salary credit is some- 
times giver: teachers who participate; hence, adoption of those materials 
becomes relatively more attractive to teachers than adoption of materials 
tTor which extra sal. /'credit is not subsidized. 

Such inducements cause professionals in powerful positions within 
school systems to lobby for NSF materials. Parents and interested cit- 
izens are often powerless against these ir.ternal advocates. The ominous 
potential ot. all this, according to critics, is a uniform national cur- 
riculum and the destruction of local autonomy in regard to education. 

Our system was not devised so that an elite corps of unelected 
professional cicaJemics and their government friends could run 
things regardless or in spite of public wants and needs. Local 
control of schooli:^ moans local control by citizens and school 
officials to coiiur.ission and choose particular course materials 
they want — not the nationwide promotion and lobbying for par- 
ticulc'ii: curriculum materials, using tax dollars, by EDC and 
NSF, with inducements for local educators to lobby local school 
diatricts to select them. 

. . . It*s a question of stopping a dangerous trend toward a 
uniform national (curriculum in social studies, in complete de- 
fiance of the nooj\ and popular demand for diversity in American 
fuiucation. (Conl.in 107r^, p. 392) 

Uofondors of NSI- "eply that it has never been NSF's intent and i;; not 
now, overtly or cover -y, to usurp local decinion-makinq authority. They 
tUjroM t:hat: t l\o lorai vol in the point at which adoption doc.isionH should 
ho nuulo. 



ID 



14 



The decisions as to whether or not it [maCOS] should be taught 
or whether it should bo elective or required are not out of 
the hands of the NSF and the Congress. These decisions are 
being made by local school systems, and I believe that this is 
the proper decision point. (Stever, March 17, 1975. p. 3) 

mCOS -supporters stress that implementation^ efforts by both the 

developer and the publisher are intentionally designed to include parents 

and professionals in the adopting districts and to help them under^Mand 

what thoy are qetting into when they adopt MACOS. According to defenders, 

i ii'.-.'j >.t;« HUT ^nsidious atrt^inpts to lure unsuspecting consumers into a 

trap; quite the contrary, they are attempts to make sure consumers are 

fully aware of the implications of their decisions about the materials. 

As Dow pointed out in one round of Congressional t&stimony: 

From the earliest testing days, EDC has urged school systems 
not to i^npose the course on children of parents who opposed it, 
and to our knowledge, most school systems have made provision 
for c^iildren of such parents to take alternat±ve courses of 
study. In the early days, few formal efforts were made to in- 
volve parents in curriculum decision making, but in recent 
years, Curriculum Development Associates, Inc. has been vigor- 
ous in its efforts to include parents in the adoption process. 
(Dow, May 13, 1975, p. 10) 

In a letter to a school principal, Dow elaborates furrher: 

With respect to a request to fund the implementation of Afan; 
A Coui^so of Study on a nation-wide basis, I know of no such 
plan. The course, as you probably know, is being published 
by Curriculum Development Associates, a Washington-based group 
that i.s disseminating the course largely through the collabora- 
tion of a nation-wide network of scholars and teachers inter- 
ested in the program. There has been no heavy promotional 
effort of the program; in fact, CDA shuns advertising, and all 
publicity has stressed the noed for school systems thoroughly 
to understand the philosophy, pedagogy, and content of the 
program prior to its introduction. (Dow, March 13, 1975, p» 2) 

On a Iroader piano, Ut-V r;upporters suggest that NSF's development and 
Lmplomentalion activitie.M h^wo not be€'n aimed at constraining local auton- 
omy but ra*:her .^r. supportin^i it by widening the range within which that 
autonomy Ccui fl':;urish. Tt ir. claimed -ihat, before N.SP*s (and the U»S. 
'")frior' of Kduca^ion ' .s) entry into curr_^culum materials development and im- 
plomunhation, ti ^ rcmge of uvatorials mtions from which a school district 
could choo5HO w,i:. volativtVIy riarrow, cc. isij^ting of several basic texts for 
oi.ic\\ crour.se, ou> a of which followod [.u;»ti.y mu:h ':Mo ^iair basic pattern and 
( 'ont-a i .'uhI l.ciMic (diifl oftMi^ otr. i-.Iat^Hl) ::^itial. Supporters point 
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to studies iDUch as tl^iat of Cox and Massialas (1967) as strong evidence of 

the insufficiencies of the existing range of materials. (Here again, the 

federal vs. local argument touches on the issue of the adequacy of the 

private market . ) NSB" s development activitioy brocw' ed the options cor 

sid(^rably and its implementation activities brought these new options 

eCfc- . iy to the attention of local districts in ways that helped local 

decision makers make rational comparisons with the old material,-;. In 

debcite on the floor of the House, Representative"- Wirth of Colcrado brought 

out this function of NSF ' s efforts: 

I «.Jhat is at issue here is not what we choose to teach oar 
children, but whether we have a choice. I believe very 
sr-rongly that program decisions of this kind should be made 
c: the local level- By continuing the MACOS authorization 
V/: are not requiring any local school board to adopt it. We 
v-.i e giving them the opportunity to select it. (U.S. Congress, 
A ril 9, 1975, p. H2595) 

C-itics respond that, sometimes, federal activity can narrow, not 
brodide:. , the options available. Weber has cited the example of the "new 
math" lushing out alternative, traditional mathematics programs. Critics 
also claim, on the other hand, that nonparticipation by the federal gov- 
ernment will not cause a narrowing of options. Publishers can still pub- 
lish and districts still select from a broad range of materials, accord- 
ing to Conian: 

As the gentleman from Colorado, the gentleman from Denver (Mr. 
Wirth), raised the question as to whether this would keep his 
local school districts from having the materials, I would reply 
it would not. If they like it in Denver they can buy it in 
Denver with their own money, just as they would buy any other 
textbook. (U.S. Congress, April 9, 1975, p. H2596) 

Thi^s, of course, does not deal with the question of whether MACOS and 
couri*;ti,s IJ.ke it would over have been made available in the first place 
witli-.ut: fcKloral assistanco . Some of the arguments in the previous section 
mairrainod that innovative coui'ses would Ivive been developed anyway, whilo 
oth'-: i-U'Tument« strosjunl tho barrioi^^s to development and publication. 

r]\i) vnipportors oi: N~ i'' arque, further, that support.inq and enhancing 
L()(m: i suMi iiitikinii i;. not the only . us ti f icat i.f m for federal activity 
in <• :» i . :n.him <ie ve 1 opmorU: and d isHemina tion . Tht^ federal qovornment ii\jy 
'ujinr' . i)!-. M have th-- rosponMil)i.lity oC wideninq optj^uiis in coi tain ,s7)<,.mv / : / u' 
ii i r'\:^ } -rir, judqt'd !\(M'o.s;;ary t.o the national .interf-:t» This iu quito 
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similar to the argument for interventi • >j.lvate itiarket. Av 

also summarized this rationale in his tost •/ i ^re Congress in 

February of this year: 

As you know, the primary decisions about elementary and 
secondary education rest with about 17,000 local school dis- 
tricts, and our cities and states. Federal assistance may be 
required, if this segment of the educational market place does 
not deliver the quality or quantity of educational services 
nationally desirable, even though participants may be doing a 
good job with respect to their own objectives- Assistance may 
be required because of lack of knowledge, lack of resources, 
or the inability of individual participants to see, fully, the 
larger consequences of their decisions. When such conditions 
occur, the elementary and secondary school system, by itself, 
may not be able to respond adequately to national needs in 
science education. (Averch 1976, p. 2) 

Dow i5ugqests that the national interest provided justification for the 

exercise of federal influence over local districts in the past and that 
> 

it should do so in the future. 

Ironically, the space race, which first gave us the will to re- 
form science education after the challenge of Sputnik I, now 
provides us with a new symbol in the Apollo-Soyuz mission- Can 
the image of cross-cultural understanding thus portrayed pro- 
vide the same powerful challenge to a social education that 
Sputnik I did for a reform in science teaching? If so, courses 
like MACOS may be a small beginning. Is such a goal a proper 
concern for our federal government? I believe so, for in the 
next generation our survival may depend upon investing at least 
as many dollars in trying to preserve the whole human race as 
the last has spent on destroying parts of it- (Dow, Phi Delta 
Kappan, Oct . 1975, p. 81) 

Although the critics do not respond explicitly to this argument in 
the materials reviewed for this paper, they imply that the "national in- 
tc?re.st" is something that grows out of interests expressed at the local 
level. Hence, preservation of local autonomy i.^- the proper way to :.isf 
covor na tiondl interest, if there bo such a thing. The local district^' 
abilities to perceive what is good for the country should be respected; 

The logical move on the part of the critic£^, in light of their argu- 
ments, would liavG been to bar ail NSF curriculum development and c^ipeciaJ 
ly implementation activities at the procollege level. That way, there 
t t 'lld hcivo been no qui>stion of: further "undue influence" by NSF. However 
U<^proSLM\tativo Con.Lin dni not do this in the 1975 Congressional iUM oioHr 
apparently judginq that i.:uch a radical stop would not get far, (He did 
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take the big step in the Spring 1976 session, however, proposing to bar 
all development and implementation activities. He was voted down.) 

Instead, in 1975 Conlan introduced an amendment on the floor of the 
liouse to require Congressional approval on a project-by-project basis be- 
fore any implerarntation funds could be awarded. This idea injecr^d a 
rather odd and confusing element into the federal-local issue. The 
intent of the amendment was to restore purportedly usurped powers to 
local decision makers by keeping NSF out of most, if not all, implemen- 
tation activities. But NSF's defenders noted that, although the amend- 
ment would take decision-making power out of the hands of NSF, it would 
not restore it to local districts. Instead, it would place decisions 
about whether a course could be implemented in the lap of Congress, This 
would be as much of an intrusion on local autonomy as the critics claimed 
MSP*s activities were. As Congressman Wirth noted: 

Though I often agree with my Republican colleagues in 
concern about the involvement of the Federal Government in 
too many phases of American life, I am surprised at their 
advocacy of this incursion into what are clearly local respon- 
sibilities. (U.S. Congress, April 9, 1975, p. H2595) 

Even some crticis of, MACOS agreed: 

They CRepresentative Krueger*s constituents!) did not elect me 
to this body to make decisions for them on what they or their 
children read. , . . 

Although the values of this particular program, the MACOS 
program, may not be mine — and they are not — they are nonethe- 
less values which have the right to be heard and to be judged 
by local school districts, and therefore, in order to keep the 
Federal Goverrjnent from wrongly intruding upon this local 
decisionmakinc' power, which I think is where the decision on 
school education must be made, we should oppose this amendment. 
(U.S. Congresr., April 9, 1975, p. H2590) 

Thus, in the f ederil-iocal debate we find both critics and supporters of 

NSF accunlivj each other of interfering with local autonomy. 

l^)xpert>s vs . The Pouple 

This is at tho ".amo time the oldest and the most modern of the issues 
to surface in tiu) NS" science education controversy. It is a question we 
luivo received from I' ate: Wlio should rule — the philosopher (knowledge) 
or the domo.s (niunboi 0 or r>ome other component of: the polisV It Im a 
quoMtion wit:]\ particularly acute relevance in this age of science and 
techno lociy . 
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Critics of NSF science education activity argue for strict account- 
ability. Scientists, professional educators, and bureaucrats should have 
only a tightly circumscribed role in decision-making; parents and other 
citizens, through their elected representatives on school boards and in 
Congress, must have the final say. Politics does and must dominate science 

The critics claim that NSF has stepped far beyond its Congressional 
mandate in its implementation activities. . McAuley claims in her minority 
report : 

Our group found absolutely no Congressional mandate that 
permits the NSF to fund the type of promotional and marketing 
activities that have been conducted under the guise of imple- 
mentation. (1975, p. 8) 

And Representative Annunzio during House debate: 

We have come to learn that the NSF exceeded the boundaries 
of its mandate in developing and promoting the MACOS project. 
(U.S. Congress, April 9, 1975, p. H2588) 

The critics claim that it was never Congress' intent that NSF should in- 
terfere with local decision making and the private publishing market. 
Further, they cite NSF's policy of allowing royalties on published mate- 
rials to revert to the projects as one means NSF uses to bypass Congress 
and continue unmandated implementation activities (Senate Appropriation 
C'';*rnmittee Report, date and report number unspecified, cited in McAuley 
.1975, p. 11) . An even more serious chargp. is that NSF officials have 
specifically sought to evade accountability to Congress, the people, and 
even the scientific and educational professions. Conlan accused NSF 
officials of "shocking mismanagement and manipulation of the NSF grant 
awd\rd process'' and an atten\pted coverup of this in regard to the ISIS 
project. (U.S. Congress, March 25, 1976,, p. H2391) Critics even argue 
that NSF itself has abdicated its own responsibility for oversight of its 
projects, thus compounding the agency's lack of accountability to Congress: 

The lack of NSF monitoring in education programs is the 
clearest illustration we have of NSF's complete abdication 
of responsibility for the stewardship of Federal funds and its 
lack of accountability to the American people for controversial — 
even offensive — ideas and subject matter being promulgated in 
our children's classrooms, (McAuley 1975, p. 14) 

This allocjed oxcooding of the Congressional mandate has insidious im- 
plications. It XL] indicative of NSF's sponsorship and encouracjement of 
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an elite group of "career curriculum innovators" who are seeking to take 

over American education. As Conlan states in defense of the amendment he 

presented on the floor of the House on April 9, 1975: 

• My amendment is designed to reassert congressional authority 
over NSF curriculum activities to stop what is shaping up as 
an insidious attempt to impose particular school courses and 
approaches to learning on local school districts — using the 
power and financial resources of the Federal Government to set 
up a network of educator lobbyists to control education through- 
out America. (U.S. Congress, April 9, 1975, p. H2585) 

Or as McAuley's minority report . states in its findings: 

The National Science. Foundation is supporting "career curric-- 
ulum innovators" whose objectives go far beyond NSF's legis- 
lative mandate to help improve science education. (1975, p. 4) 

She elaborates: 

The Majority Report did not examine the implications of . 
NSF's embarking upon another multi-million dollar EDC venture 
to develop, promote, and market nationwide a high school sequel 
to MACOS, "Exploring Human Nature" (EHN) . 

A clear pattern is evolving among the "career curriculum 
innovation" centers being funded by NSF, whereby high-cost 
elementary programs designed to restructure nationwide edu- 
cation methods and objectives are almost automatically followed 
by equally expensive and far-reaching value-laden programs de- 
signed for intermediate and high school students. 

. . . the Majority failed to deal with the problem of the 
"career curriculum innovation" centers and their growing domi- 
nance over the entire U.S. education system. 

My extensive review of many multi-million dollar NSF cur- 
riculum programs shows that there is a small cadre of curric- 
ulum innovators who repeatedly receive Federal support for dif- 
ferent programs year after year, and that they frequently par- 
ticipate in each other's conferences leading to new NSF programs 
and serve on each other '£5 advisory and steering committees. 

Most disturbing is the fact that several members of the 
key NSF Advisory Comn^ittee on Science Education, which partici^ 
patod in the internal NSF curriculum review, have a personal 
intoresjt: or involvement in major oncjoing NSF curriculum pro- 
qrams, raising a serious conf lict-of-intere.st situation that 
neither the NSF internal review team, the General Accounting 
Office, nor Uhis Group have seen fit to question or explore. 
(.1975, p. 6) 

Social enqinoers, experimental psychologists, and other experts are 
running rouqhsi\od over the wislies of parents and the rights of children, 
loavinq in thoir; wako " friqhtoninc) functional illiteracy, and social and 
moral confusion," according t:o Conlan. He quotes from n letter ho re- 
c \i ivod f r om a con 5J t i t u e n t : 
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Schools have become the arena for the productions of 
social and behavioral scientists, to whom progress is all too 
synonymous with change and reform. Schools are the scene of 
all sorts of quasi-experimentation and, I am tempted to add, 
exploitation. At times it seems that the child and parent, 
whose interests should be primary, are in danger of becoming 
mere grist for the mill of the educational program and theory. . . . 

The public has meekly, even proudly met the astronomical 
costs, approved new bond issues and paid the taxes. Yet today 
we are confronted with increasingly bitter evidence that our 
schools are failing in large d^^ree to teach basic knowledge 
or skills, and their social efficacy is deteriorating rapidly 
and tragically. (Conlan 1975, p. 390) 

George Archibald, Conlan* s assistant, summarized the charge — both its 

content and its tone — at a recent conference: 

Cw^e have been plagued by the tax-supported "career curric- 
ulum innovator" — the educationist turned professional grantee, 
who has finetuned the acquisition of taxpayer dollars into 
obscene rip-off artistry. . . . To these people, public need 
and a quality product seem to mean practically nothing. 
(Archibald 1976, p. 4) 

Defenders of NSF respond to the charge of exceeding the Congressional 

mandate with the counterclaim that Congress has, all along, known about 

and encouraged NSF*s implementation activities. 

ClUt should be no surprise on anyone's part that NSF is in 
this kind of precollege (elementary and secondary school) 
science course development and implementation. . • . The Con- 
gress, responding to recommendations from different segments 
of the educational and scientific communities, has long en- 
couraged us in this kind of science education venture. (Stever, 
March 17, 1975, p. 2) 

They cite passages in past committee reports that reffer quite explicitly 
to the kinus of activities? NSF has proposed to fund in science education 
(.see, for instance, U.S. Congress, April 15, 1974, pp. 97-99). Kven 
Teague, Chairman of the House Comnuttee on Science and Technology, rec- 
ognized in debate that NSF had been "pursuing the committee-recommended 
policy relating to implementation. ... He pointed out that Congress 
had authorized implementation because 

It was our feeling that much of the excellent material produced 
under Foundation grant was not being fully utilized due to NSF 
sharply curtailinq its efforts once the curriculum had been 
developed. (U.S. Congress, April 9, 1975, pp. H2579-H2580) 

In reply to criticL;' claim.s that an elite group of experts is con- 

spirlnq to impo.so its minority vxcwh on the majority, the supporters 



2l> 



21 



protest that thoir views are not at odds with the majority of people in 
this country. They are not manipulating the democratic process and iq- 
norinq democratic princix^les; they are, in fact, responding to what the 
majority ha:^ said it wants. The curriculum innovation movement began in 
response to the public outcry about the time oi the Soviet launching of 
Sputnik; and it continues because most of the citizens concerned about 
education in this country have found it valuable to have experts in- 
volved in curriculum construction. The defenders cite evidence such as 
the fact that only a very few of the 1//00 school districts using MACOS 
have experienced controversy over the course. Representative Fuqua cites 
a survey of parents in districts using the Individualized Science In- 
structional System (ISIS) , another of the NSF-supported projects under 
attack : 

A committee survey of ISIS trial centers — those school systems 
field testing the draft ISIS materials, about half at their 
own expense — has showia that there is not great parent and 
student objection to so-called value-biased materials. (U.S. 
Congress, March 25, 1976, p. H2415) 

It is the critics' who represent a minority view, according to NSF * s 
supporters; it is the anti-NS? group who are trying to impose a minority 
view on the vaist majority of citizens of this country. The majority 
recognize the need to improve instruction in science and to examine the 
values of other cultures and our own in schools; and the majority rec- 
oqnize that improvement cannot occur without substantial participation 
by the experts. 

In short, supporters deny that there is, on the whole, a problem in 
the relationship between the "experts" and the "people" in the area or 
education. "Knowledge" or "wisdom" (the philosopher king?) is in this 
case in tune wi.th "numbers" (the demos) . 

The critics have sought to solve the perceived problem by extending 
Congressional oversight of NSF. Cohlan's proposal to have Congress re- 
view and approve each implementation project prior to funding by NSF 
reflected the fear of a scientist-professional-bureaucrat takeover. 

I do not think we have the slightest idea of what is 
going on in the bureaucracy or of what is being pulled by 
bureaucrats under preselection arrangements, and if we do 
not show some kind of accountability here — and this is no 
reflection on the committee — I think it is time that we do 
that. (U.S. Congress, April 9, 1975, p. 112605) 
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Much of the debate on Conlan's amendment focused on practical consid^^^ 

atlons — whether Congress was capable of handling such detailed revie^v 

But another significant portion of the debate dealt with the philosc'PH- 

ical tangle of censorship versus accountability, a key problem in tl^^ 

expert-vs. -the people issue. 

Representative Symington criticized the amendment: 

/ What the amendment does is to make of the Committee on 

Science and Technology and the Committee on Labor and Public 
Welfare of the Senate a joint committee of censorship to de- 
termine the validity, the usefulness, the propriety of the 
curricalums of educational programs developed by the National 
Science Foundation. (U.S. Congress, April 9^ 1975, p. H2589) 

Representative Mosher connected the federal-local issue with the exp^^t^ 

people issue in charging the amendment was a form of thought control' 

Mr. Chairman, I am shocked, really, that the gentleman 
;:from Arizona (Mr. Conlan) , whom I think of as responsibly and 
philosophically in the conservative tradition, would propose 
what is essentially thought control and totalitarian acceptance 
of curricula. These matters should be determined strictly at 
the local elected school board level. (U.S. Congress, April 9, 
1975, p. H2590) 

Outside of Congress, Dow made a similar point: 

In short, we at EDC view the controversy surrounding Man: A 
Course of Study as an issue of academic freedom. Should Con- 
gress, as Congressman Symington asks, have the right to decide 
what is suitable for teachers to teach and children to learn? 
Should freedom of access by educators to the fruits of academic 
scholarship and educational research be limited by the views of 
a single constituency? In our view, it is the prerogative of 
local school boards, parents and community groups, and profes-- 
sional educator^ to determine the suitability of materials like 
Man: A Course of Study, free from constraints imposed by fed*- 
eral legislators who would limit dissemination of a program 
that has already proved its worth in hundreds of classrooms 
across the country. ... We believe that Congressman Conlan's ^ 
attack represents an assault upon the freedom of educators that 
borders on an infringement of their Constitutional rights. As 
David Schimmel writes in the April 1975 issue of Social Edu- 
cation, . . . "^Recent courtH cases illustrate • . . the dramati^ 
expansion of freedom of expression in che public schools during 
the past decade. State and federal judges throughout the coun- 
try are now applying the Supreme Court's dictum that neither 
students nor teachers shed their Constitutional right to freedol^ 
of expression at the schoolhouse gate.** (Dow, April 4, 1975, 
pp. 2-3) 

2 8 
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Further, Gerard Piel, publisher of the Scientific American, added an odd 
twist to the censorship argument, connecting it to the notion of protec- 
tion of the private sector: 

While our first President was still in office the Congress 
frustrated him in one of his dearest projects: to establish 
ci national university in what was to be Washington, D.C. The 
American people have always been jealous of the independence 
of their educational institutions anc fearful that Federal 
control might follow Federal funding. In setting up thfi 
National Science Foundation, Congress undertook to provide 
funding to scientists and institutions in the private sector, 
and it created a' National Science Board to act, among other 
things, as an insulator between the Government and the private 
sector. The choice of recipients of NSF grants has been 
wisely delegated to peer-review groups recruited from the pri- 
vate sector, and the judgment of excellence before and after 
the making of a grant reserved to those private citizens. 
Both Congress and the Executive Department, in observance of 
our historic traditions, have kept Federal hands off the con- 
tent and substance of research and educational enterprises 
financed by NSF grants. (Piel, May 19, 1975) 

The critics protest that what they are proposing is not censorship 

but oversight — a means of providing accountability. 

I do not want to censor books, but I do have a responsibility 
to my constituency that their money be wisely spent in the 
development of programs. . . (Rep. -Ketchum in U.S. Congress, 
April 9, 1975, p. H2594) 

The fact of the matter is that what we are talking about 
here is the spending of Federal tax dollars. That is the 
issue. . . . 

I think that we, as Members of the Congress / not only 
have a right to examine it; I think we have the duty to do 
so. (Rep. Wydler in U.S. Congress?, April 9, 1975, p. H2590) 

•As James J. Kilpatrick, the columist succinctly stated it: 

I think the liberals are wrong £to claim Conlan's outcries 
are censorship]. If the NSF isn't accountable for spending 
our money on My\COS, who in the world is? (1975, p. 4) 

In an exchange with Conlan on the floor of the House, Representative 
Martin went a long way in clarifying the terms of the . arc'ament . He sug- 
gested that refusal of the government to subsidize a particular course of 
study is not the same as outright suppression — censorship — of that course. 

The issue of censorship and thought control has been raised 
several times during this session. I would like to ask the 
gentleman a couple of questions because it was my understanding 
that what he is a:jking us to do is exercise a little discretion 
as to what we subsidize with Federal tax money. 
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i would ask, does r±r amendment as offered prohibit any- 
one from in any way prcroti^-ig or selling. this edu^itiona: mate- 
rial or any other educ tio-ral material to +-hr pw.;i*J.c scr:::>ol 
systen? 

OMIiAN. N.^, t:i:3 '^^^rs not in aiix v.aj ~ -hibit £ local 
school ooard from buyin Ar>v ind of school me:-- : als tha:t they 
want *" t are available private publisr^v 

:lr. MARTIN. Then J^" loes not prohibit mat, it would 
seem :x> me that in t::.;.: 5 of the word "censorship/' it 

would constitute in no v nsorship or "thought control" of 

this or any other imagir^t^ve pedagogy, or deprive it of the 
right to be heard. In r. ferent sense, then, if we were to 
accept the more strainec a^j, ument that it is censorship to cut 
off the subsidy from a pciii.ical philosophy oz from a partic- 
ular text material, or to '^ny it a subsidy, ™id thereby that 
that actually constitutes ?nsorship, then would not it be 
true that if a government Lngles out certain text material 
for subsidy and declines to subsidize others, then that would 
be, in effect, denying them that equal right and, therefore, 
subjecting the unsubsidized text materials to "censorship" 
under the loose definition being bandied about by the opponents 
to your amendment? (U.S. Congress, April 9, 1975, p. H2593) 

The critics go even further and countercharge that the proponents of 

the NSF science education program are promulgating their own brand of 

thought control. Conlan warns: 

Many educators, including an anthropologist at Cornell 
University originally associated with the MACOS project, have 
condemned the course as imparting a dishonest view of man. 
They say it is a "brainwash," stifling academic freedom of 
teachers and the development of children. These educators view 
the federal government's role to promote MACOS and other cur- 
riculum programs as an ominous move toward a uniform federal 
standard in education. (Conlan 1975, pp. 388-89) 

And Kilpa trick: 

Is it wise for the federal government, through NSF or any other 
agency, to commission the v/riting and promotion of any text- 
books at all? Is this not an ominous echo of the Soviet Union's 
promulgation of offical scientific theory?, . . 

. . . For my own part, I am repelled by the manipulative theories 
of such behavioral scientists as Bruner and B.F. Skinner. 
Skinner's stuff gives me the creeps. But even if they were 
propounding sound doctrine, they would have no right to pursue 
academic freedom with the people's money. Once the notion is 
accepted that government has power to commission and to sub- 
sidize textbooks in social science, we move a significant step 
down the road to 1984. (1975, p. 4) 

Thus we find each side charging that the other is a minority endeavor- 
ing to impose thought control on the majority. Critics are saying that an 
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G.lito minority of sc:L^ntii^ 
practicing thought control -in^ 
payer dollars to promote t: — j 
ways of thinking and valuing. f>fer.c 
organized band of critics are .i' <^mr - 
suppression: censoring certain iea 
own . 
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This issue is the real he 
cern over the value content of 
take the MACOS question to the 
"scientific*' values and "tradi' 
throughout the debate. 

Essentially, the "traditic 



oi trrf controversy. It was parent con- 

lit: initially impelled Conlan to. 
'>jr«^r,^^. And the confrontation between 
'118 values has remained the core issue 



s'zb" are alarmed by those aspects of 
scientific values that allow for — .±r. fact, encourage — critical examination 
by youngsters of long-cherished .^;nterx2an religious, social, and political 
values. The "party of science," che other hand, sees the encouragement 
of critical examination (positive and negative) of all phenomena as a prin- 
cipal virtue of science. The courrterposition of the labels, "traditional" 
and "scientific," however, does nzrz i^ndicate th=± the author believes that 
the positions are simple and clearzm.. Certainily "traditionalists" respect 
scientific values (in one sense, ^niiiiinnriif ic values are thought of as part 
and parcel of our American heritage' ^-li certainly those who emphasize 
scientific values do not do so to the exclusion of traditional American 
values. The labels "traditional" and "scientific" were chosen to indicate 
what appears to be at the center of each position, with recognition that 
the terms do not adequately render tze full compass of those positions. 

The tradition-versus-science isTme is, in the author's view, the core 
issue in the sense _ thajt^,^it ^.i^^ ,^vytic»t^., tte , par,t;i,^:4paxit^ 

most like to discuss and <^ecide ipon. However, the debate has time and 
again been diverted to the thre prrc/.cedural issues previously described, 
for there are certain elements . < :r pluralist tradition that inhibit 
forthright discussion of and decisi .ns about competing value systems. But 
what the controversy is really ab:Tix is what values are going to be taught 
in the schools. 
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The debate over the thz-e procedural is:iues reflects various attemr - 
and counterattempts of the apposing camps to set up processes that will 
produce a favorable outcome for their particular sets of values. The 
parties to the controversy cannot simply take a vote in Congress on which 
values are to be taught, for^ that would go against the pluralist traditic 
of allowing a multiplicity cf value systems to flourish. 

Joanne McAuley shows a partial understanding of this problem when ste 

states in her minority report that 

So long as the NSF engages in curricula which are value- 
laden and subjective rather than objective, such as those ele- 
ments found in the social sciences, and to the extent that NSF 
plans to bring the physical sciences into this political/social 
mode, NSF is using taxpayer dollars to engage in an inherent 
political act to "politicize" all classroom teaching, and the 
MACOS controversy will only be the beginning, (1975, p, 4) 

What McAuley does not go on to say is that all curriculum is to some ex- 
tent value-laden, even the kind she advocates. Curriculum is and always 
has been "politicized." 

The proponents of "traditional" values object vigorously to some of 
the content of the student and teacher materials of MACOS: 

Mr, Chairman, MACOS materials are full of references to 
adultery, cannibalism, killing female babies 2nd old people, 
trial marriages and wif e- swapping , violent murder, and other 
abhorrent behavior of the virtually extinct Netsilik Eskimo 
subculture the children study, 

Conimunal living, elimination of the weak and elderly in 
society, sexual permissiveness and promiscuity, violence, and 
other revolting behavior are recurring MACOS themes. 

This is simply not the kind of material Congress or any 
Federal agency should be promoting and marketing with tax- 
payers' morjey. (Conlan in D.S. Congress, April 9, 1975, p. H2585) 

By examining the values and behavior of the alien culture of the Netsilik 

Eskimos in a favriirable light, MACOS teaches children cultural and moral 

relativism and leads to the moral confusion we witness today among yqi^ng 

people^.. (Cop ^^^^ 

ISIS is equally bad; Conlan characterizes it as "a collection of value 

oriented * minicour ses * designed to replace the traditional teaching of phys 

ical science subjects in high school" (U,S, Congress, March 25, 1976, p. 

II2391) . And the Biological Science Curriculum Study's Human Sciences Pro- 

(fram is another offensive NSF product: 



32 



Like :4i\C0S, t luinaii icieiices Pro.'^rar: s a s:->hist: -ideated 
and lethal assau. x on Judaic-Chris: an ,^:.lly vl.i'^ezT privacy 
of students and :r:neir families, and the isntal h^^s .'. i and • 
development ot .mg aril/^lescents.. fCon: :. in U..^. ror.qress, 
March 25, 1976, H2." J 

Not or:ly is the jcnrer-rr of such courses objecti^nzible; also t±ie in- 

stru jtional methods az^ of rhe type associated with '"nrairwashing . *' 

Many educat::rs, including an anthropologis-:^ at Cornell 
University originally associated with the MACOS 7Jrojec±, have 
condemned the course as imparting a dishonest viaw cf man. 
Th'jy say it is a "brainwash," stifling ac^::emic freedom of 
teachers and the development of children. (Conlan 1975, p. 388) 

One critic has wrongly associated the behavior modification techniques o 

B. F. Skinner with MACOS:* 

C^^COSj was designed by a team of experimental psychologists 
under Jerome S. Bruner and B. F. Skinner to mold children's 
social attitudes and beliefs along lines that set them apart 
cirid alienate ther from the beliefs and moral valries of their 
parents and loca.- communities. (Conlan in U.S. Congress, April 
0, 19*7'3. p. H25£ ') 

Contrary tc the claims of the developers, the critics say, MACOS and 

courses likr it do indoctrinate children: 

[.THher- is an air of indoctrination about CmACOS]. Although 
there are a number of references to getting the children to 
think about various questions, a thorough examination of the 
teacher's guides suggests that the authors have definite ideas 
about what conclusions the children should come to:^ There is 

underlying assumption that younc children must be made to 
understand that cultural relativism and environmential deter- 
minism are the only "scientific" answers to the pLsce of man 
in society. There seem to be many other "correct ^Tiswers" in 
the material. (Weber 1975, p. 82) 

Many potentially danger ^:)us behavioral ti.iihniques , such as role playing 

and open discussion of feelings, are ^^^^ to mold the ciiildren^s m:ir.ds, 

in complete disregard their human: -~:z^:::itsz 

Courses like Human Sc:ier:ces Program . . . turn classrooms into 
gigantic gossip mil If? vhere everyone's piirsoTial at:t±tudes and 
behavior are recorded school files fcr open disrmssion and 
dissemination by anyori.T (Conlan in U.S. Congress, i^rch 25, 
1976, p. H2391) . 

Children are taught the skills of good little totalitarians : 



*B. F, Skinner was not associated with MACOS and his behavior mod- 
ification notions did not form the theoretical basis for learning strat- 
egies in t\\v. program, Jerome Bruner, a developmental pj:;ychologist with 
an orientation quite distinct from Skinner's, was the "fnther" of MACOS. 
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wMStead ' iearr. -a tr: }agh normal methods cf reading and 
t'-ac;.:'r lectu: 11- 1-- and 13--year-olds enirrLled in the 
"fiuir.:: I Science r-rogr n*' -^.. -me little invesiicrr.i ..^r s and opinion 
pollr-.crs coll ing -x-r ..er of data on tirir^i families and 

fr :: is concer ' mg soc::^al, r:.r-ral, religious/ ^:c .omic, and po- 
li*:i. il activities an:, hel.^rs, (Conlan in U Congress, March 
2.:, ne, p. R^391) 

Some ritics ti^.ink tha~ : content and me the:::: might be acceptable 

to use older children -T.r is dangerous to -^^e them with younger 

children, 

LTer —year-olds are tc . ycunrr to face explicit- / such profound 
quesii:.Lons abour. man an.:, society. Most of their /inov/ little 
abou-- their own society at .:iat acr^. At 16 or _8 they are far 
better prepared to dea2 witr^ ^hese matters. Fcnr fifth-grader s , 
the first steps away from erhnocjentxism might b-^etter be made 
through the study of bJ^story and the general stndy of contem- 
porary foreign peoples. (Weber 1975, p. 82) 

The exposure of children during their formative years to these 
vaqaries of other civilizaticns and cultures without appropriate 
perspective constitutes a condemnation of the moral standards 
of the Judeo-Christian culture which have made zhis Nation so 
great. (Rep. Annunzio in Congress;, April 9, 1975, p. H2588) 

Critics are not onlv concerned about the poten'cial of MACOS and sim- 
ilar materials for alie^a: children irom parental and community values 
They are also concerned ^uut the possibility of emotional damage to chil 
dren who are subjected ~: rhe material:,. 

KSF has completely led to prota^rrt chi'.Jr tn. from emotional 
carnage from NSF-fur^iex curriculum nrogriar<£} . !iSF adopted the 
U.S. Departmen of Health; Educattm , ^mr. Vteuifare ' s "Policy on 
the Protectio": af Huiasan ^ubjects^" Itl £±5orrt '^'Hl. This policy 
c 1 e arly requir v MS^ r c ii2i:.aur e thar. no .educat i on program will 
s^-bject stud^:;t:^ tc ^P^— ^^logical . soc: ?--.' , or other harm. The 
pi::licy furthi-c, eq:^LT^^. TCF to rravife a mecharjlsm for eval- 
uation of tne ,curr::: -iluim r.rogran ex^r" staa—; of development 
to guaranterj the pnrc2.cntlon of i.^^f-i vidua > subii=izts who will be 
e:^posed to It at any —rr:^.. 

. , . It hi^s been sai • niHt most tBacnET^-; have :7^ry little, if 
anv; qualifrication-H tic asir.loy suirh. teLChn-tques ami: handle the 
human dynamics of chiLldren gener^^nd by MACOS materials and 
activities. Obviously ir.allure of NSF and localL school districts 
to faithfully execute t^e NSF ' s adopted "Policy on the Protec- 
tion of Human Subjects*' could open school offic-^als, teachers, 
and NSF itself to possible litigation on a mass:rve scale. This 
would apply to all value-oriented curricula employing behavioral 
techniques. (McAuley 1975; pp. 15-1^^ 
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No s-Lcjgest. nn is made that traditional material s be subjected to the 

prot-rction policy. The implication is that tradit onal materials do not 

have potentiial for emotionally damaging children. 

Finally^ critics ask us to consider wnat iiiis be knocked out of 
the existing curriculum in order to make r :om for nrcos and other non- 
traditional courses: 

LS^chool officials and parents should be ccncemed wirh wriat is 
thrown out of the rurxriculum in order to m^^.e room for this 
year-long course. Fifth- and sixth-graderir usually study Amer- 
ican history, the Middle Ages, or ancient civilizations. The 
loss of one year cf Amerxcan history would not be very impor- 
tant, because this sxibject is studied seveocal times in ele- 
mentinry and secondaxy school. But if the .fcddle Ages or 
ancient civilizations are being discarded, tiiat is one nmre 
reafson why Man: A Course of Study should :nat be used w-Lth this 
young age group. (Weber 1975, p. 82) 

Mr. Chairman r the children have not Isxned world history, 
they have not learned economic geography, and they canzi^it un- 
derstand 1:he basic conflicts going on arounf. the worlds but yet 
they are planning to study a subculnxre group with only 30 or 
40 people in it. That is a culture -hat is so low that even 
the other eskimos do not want t:^ as^rcjciate with this clan. 
(Conlan in U.S. Congres:s, Apr:_l 9, 1^75, p. E2593) 

The result of such displaiieiriiEnt of tradit ov^iai courses in math, science, 

and social studies by innavalzive NSF-spor^ ,'ed courses is *'milZions of 

children who appear to be functionally iI"M*tf5rare in math, and ttXEjefullr'- 

ignorant of basic facts in history, r cgx5:phy, privar.e enterprise 

economics, U.S. government. :£md so ...cth" ('T'iCAiiL^* X975, p. 11,)^ 

In all, critics accuse NSF aazt ^riiH el .te :ininirrity with attemptinc 
the "restructuring CofH the Nation ^ntiira pre-college science cur- 
riculum with a value oraentaition in ill s.ubjects." (McAuley 1975, p, 4 . 
There is a fear that children will be drawn into acceptance of un- 
Ameri :an, unchristian ways of thinking and valuing, 

Suppoi'ters of "scientific'* values counter by arguing it is appro- 
priate to raise value issues so -hat children can examine their own 
values thoughtfully and laarn ;c cope wj.th an interdependent, multi- 
cultural environment. The -^rslu^: ; issues raised ara ones thax confront 35 
all day-in, day*-out; whar woLu.d b-^; truly disastmas is never examininv 
them. 

Much has been sid in the current discussion about the 
dangers of exposing young children to alleged issues of 
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adultery, bestiality, cannibalism, infanticide, and senil . jiae 
in the MACOS materials, but these horrors are in fact the 
daily fare of our television screen and are shown presumcirJv 
v/ith no larger purposes than to "entertain" r:j.llions of v^ewars 
who daily gawk over lurid scenes of man*s inhumanity to nn-n 
without ever being asked to contemplate the relationship b.-^ 
tween these behaviors and our elusive search for human uncar- 
standing. In contrast, MACOS may raise troubling questions 
about the significance of killing, the importaunce of the 
partnership between male and female, and -tibir moral dilemmas 
all societies face in caring for the very ycung and the very 
old; but these questions are always considered in the contex - 
of what they tell us, or fail to tell us, ariout how humankin- 
can better understand itself and thus imprrcrr?- its plight, 
(Dow, Phi Delta Kappan, Oct. 1975, p. 80) 

Congressional supporters argue that "the r±me for know^-nothitn^ism has 
long since passed" (Rep. Symington in U.S. Cor::;ires:i , April 9, 197- p. 
H25B9) . It is a positive good to open up value issues within ou.: .society 
for inquiry. For instance, we should not "try t3 pull a cosmetic Shade 
over the violence we are required to commit in order tc aat and live"' 
(Symington in U.S. Congress, April 9, 1975, p. EL. i9', The 'rivid M/^C5 
films of the NetsilUc hunt and butcher:±ng of the kill do nor shov anyt±Lin:? 
substantially different from the killing and butch^rLng of rainT Enimals 
in our culture. And it is a positive c^ood to examine v^ues oirr ziractices 
in other cultures: 

My impression is that a misinf orined nat:ici:3iJL consrxouzniexHs 
concerning other races and other peoples has h-tisa in pazrt t^— 
sponsible for our participation in wars and crtiisr mistakes siumly 
through want of understanding of how other races and cultures 
live and how other peoples gather "themselves torgrether ta msBt 
the probleiis of life. To broaden the perspective of the r^vang 
citizen in this regard improves the judgmer':l::s ne will isxe botn 
for his own and the country's benefit. (STzrj^ot.on in U.S. 
Congress, April 9, 1975, p. H2596) 

Some supporters agree with critics that crrrVrain rallies :^^cated 

in the new materials in preference to other va1 . They do nrr- arree 

with critics^ however, that these value preferences a:re a± n d-fe wirh the 

values of most people in the United States. ftepresentrative Mosher saw in 

the MACOS materials as much potential as in traditional mateirLals iior 

strengthening American values: 

^ The materials to which the gentleman from Arizona pirti - 

ularly refers have to do with the customs ajiJ the myrho-iogy 
the cskimo tribes. These are in every r^^srie zt very rimi .^r ■ : ; 
Toome oL* our own traditional myths and t . There is r: r - 
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opinion, absolutely nothing in these materials that cannot 
equally be found similarly in Grimm's Fairy Tales and in 
Aesop's Fables, scattered throughout the Bible, in the Odyssey, 
and in many of the other traditional stories that are so famil- 
iar to us, and, as the gentleman from Missouri, Jim Symington, 
has said, in the lives of the pioneer farmers, the basic civil- 
ization in which we are rooted. 

Mr. Chairman, the principal impact of these eskimo fables, 
as I have read them, is to impress upon youngsters and on other 
members of the family unit the fact that members of a family 
must hang together and must be interdependent. That seems to 
me to be a lesson that our society today could well learn. 
(U.S. Congress, April 9, 1975, p. H2589) 

Representative Wirth argued that the values taught by the Human Sciences 

Program (HSP) and others like it are values "which the citizens of this 

country hold mos-L dear*': 

Mr. Chairman, I would also like to comment on my distin- 
guished colleague's assertion that the human sciences program 
is value laden. _^ CThe project director noted that the values 
inherent in HSP_ are "critical thinking, autonomous learning, 
assumption of refsponsibility , cooperative efforts in classroom 
endeavors, shared managerial responsbilities between student 
and teacher for the classroom environment, decision-making, 
evaluatior. of dara, dealing with problems, self evaluation of 
individual performance, scientific approaches to problem 
solving and value judgments based on evidence." The panel 
agreed with the project director in this statement. 

Mr. Chairman, I contend that if the gentleman from Ari- 
zona objects to values such as these, then he is objecting to 
those values which the citizens of this country hold most dear. 
In these values lay America's hopes for the future. (U.S. 
Congress, March 25, 1976, p. H2414-5) 

Dow has cited several evaluation studies as evidence that MACOS does 
not have the detrimental effect of alienating youngsters from societal 
values : 

In a nationwide evaluation in over one hundred classrooms dur- 
ing 1967-68 under the direction of the head of the Harvard 
Office of Tests, we learned that children, when asked what 
they learned about human behavior from the course, most often 
stressed the qualities of interdependence; responsibility for 
self, family, and society; persistence; ingenuity; initiative; 
and capacity for survival. ... In a later study by David 
Martin tho c looked specifically at the issue of ethnocentrism , 
Man: A Crjrse of ■ Study students were shown to make significant 
positive gains, when compared with control groups, in their 
willingness to accept other cultures while retaining strong, 
positive attitudes toward their own culture. (May 13, 1975, 
p. 8) 
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To charges of indoctrination and manipulation of young minds, de- 
fenders say their intention is exactly the opposite. It is the more 
traditional materials that indoctrinate; the new, science-oriented mate- 
rials attempt to open up student inquiry, in accord with the values of 
science. The only antidote to biased curricula is teaching students 
thinking skills that will enable them to make warranted judgments about 
what they read — including their textbooks. Teaching thinking skills is 
what the new materials try to do, and so much the better if they do it 
effectively! One must not confuse effective instruction with brainwash- 
ing. Effective instructional methods do indeed result in changes in be- 
havior and understanding, but not at the expense of closing off inquiry. 
The instructional approaches used in the new materials do not result in 
blind acceptance of whatever the teacher or materials tell the children, 
as would true brainwashing and indoctrination. 

The instructional techniques employed by the new curricula and the 

skills taught the children are not of a totalitarian ilk, say the defend-- 

ers. They are legitimate tools of pedagogy, science, and philosophy. 

Wirth responded to the accusation that children were taught to spy by 

pointing this out: 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to briefly comment on two other 
misdirected criticisms leveled at the course. The first is 
that HSP instructs children in the art of surveillance. Mr. 
Chairman, I assert that there is a great distinction that must 
be made between surveillance and observation. HSP is, after 
all, a science curriculum, and the features which characterize 
science in the firstplace are observing, questioning, de-- 
scribing, speculating, interpreting, valuing, choosing, veri- 
fying, comparing, and experimenting. If we eliminate these, 
features entirely from science curricula, we are not teacl'iing 
science. (U.S. Congress, March 25, 1976, p. H2414) 

The supporters of MSF science education have not responded directly, 
in the current debate, to the critics' claim that innovative courses are 
replacing courses that deal with more important content and, hence, 
American children are less and less able to handle "the basics." How- 
ever, part of the rationale of the "new social studies" movement was that 
content traditionally considered basic was no longer basic to coping with 
the changing conditions of a technological, multicultural society. Hence, 
the defenders would undoubtedly argue that it is high time for a change 
in our conception of "the basics" and it may be a good .thing that 
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traditional courses are being edged out by the new. Further, they VADuld 
point out that from their point of view, the "edging out" is not pro- 
ceeding- fast enough? whatever the causes of the recent decline in test 
scores and alleged moral confusion, little of it can be blamed on in- 
novative curricula that are still far from being taught in all the dis- 
tricts in the country.* 

In sum, defenders do not see the new curricula as promoting values 
that are at variance, on the whole, with parental and societal values. 
Neither do they become alarmed in those instances when their materials 
stimulate a questioning and possible rejection of traditional values. In 
fact, they see such questioning as a positive value in itself, opening 
the door to growth and change in values as conditions change. In the 
eyes of defenders, the scientific value of open inquiry should rightfully 
supercede traditional values, for it helps us understand those values 
and change or strengthn them when necessary. In this sense, the sup- 
porters indeed would like to "impose" scientific values on the schools, 
for, in their eyes, those procedural values can keep us from unjusti- 
fiably imposing other, substantive, values on the schools. 

Summary of the Positions 

Thus, the critics of NSF science education activity have combined 
preferences for private market mechanisms, local decision making, the 
dominance of politics (in the best sense of the word) over expertise, 
and the superiority of "traditional" values over "scientific" values. 
In response, the supporters have combined preferences for selective 
public intervention in the private market, some strategic federal edu- 
cational activity, a significant role for expertise, and the dominance 
of "scientific" values over "traditional" values. 

*Based on studies by Switzer (1974) and Turner and Haley (1975) , 
it seems safe to say that "new social studies" materials are being used" 
in well under a third of the social studies classrooms in the U.S. For 
any one particular curriculum package, the extent of use is much smaller. 
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The Events 



Spring 1975 

The MACOS controversy became a natr^i^nal controversy on March 6, 197 5. 
On that day Representative John Conlan of Arxzoxra nroved that the 37- 
member House Committee on Science and Technology amend the NSF authori- 
zation bill by removing fimds for support further development and dis- 
semination of the MACOS cxirriculum. A±ter = vigorous debate r the motion 
was narrowly defeated, 16-13. 

The Committee did, however, take twr: actions. First, it directed 
the General Accounting. Ofrice to review rsi~-ain aspects of the MACOS 
project. Second, it directed H. Guyford St.sver, the Director of the 
Foundation, to respond to the concerns sboxrt MACOS that were raised dur- 
ing the Committee meeting. Stever l±s"r=^ ^ese in his letter of March 17 
(Stever 1975) to Olin E. Teague, Repr=s^nzra:£±ve from Texas and Chairman 
of the Committee: 

1. Is the scientific material tii^:,?i Tol and factual? 

2. Is it a proper collection of matariaJ. for fifth and sixth graders? 

3. Who should decide that quest±on? 

4. Do teachers carry the class discussion far afield from the con- 
tent of the recomimended materiaL? 

5. Has the NSr followed proper ccnrtrxacting procedures in the devel- 
opment and implementation of MACOS? 

6. Does the NSF go too far in implementation of precollege science 
education :zourses? 

;■ 7. What evaluation procedures axre proper far MACOS and similar 
courses? 

8. Has NSF had a broad enough examixBtdon of the total coverage of 
its precollege science course dsx&Lopments? 

Stever indicated the Foundation's intexrricn to review these questions more 

closely in the near future, but providisa brief responses in his letter. 

He stated that one definite decision already been taken by the 

Foundation 

that-r regardless of ^at action in taksn by Congress, no fur- - 

ther 1975 funds wiXl be obligated for MACOS, and no 1976 funds, 
if authorized and appropriated , will be obligated either for 
MACOS or any other prrecollege sciencre course development and 
implementation until we have conducted a thorough review of the 
NSF effort in these areas and reported to the National Science 
Board and Congress with recommendati-cns . 
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He noted that he would appoint an internal review committee to report to 
him. 

On March 19, the Science and Technology Committee took up the issue 
of MACOS funding again. This time, the Committee members had had a 
chance to review the materials and communicate with some constituents. 
There appea.;ed to be a significant shift of sentiment toward greater 
support of MACOS in this debate; but, while two votes were taken during 
the course of the meeting, neither of these definitively indicated sup- 
port or lack of support for MACOS. By the end of the meeting, it seemed 
likely that Conlan would take his amendment to the floor of the House. 

Shortly after the March 19 debate, Education Development Center be- 
gan marshalling its defenses. On April 4, EDC's Social Studies Program 
Director, Peter Dow, sent "An Open Letter to Friends of Man: A Course 
of Study" to teachers, social scientists, university educators, and others 
who had been involved with and supportive of MACOS in the past. The let- 
ter explained the controversy that had arisen and urged readers to con- 
tact their congressmen* It contained several enclosures that presented 
arguments in defense of the. program. Many MACOS supporters took up the 
banner and wrote their congressmen. Later on, Dow prepared a point-by- 
point response to each of the charges Conlan had made against MACOS: 
"cruel murder of old people," "female infanticide," "killing and gory 
butchering of animals in full and vivid color," "sex education is being 
subtly taught," "murder and cannibalism," "divorce and trial marriage, 
polygamy and polyandry, and wife swapping," "religion is treated as a 
myth," "evolution is being taught as fact," "murder and revenge," 
"bestiality," "many psychological devices are used throughout the course, 
Includinq role-playing," and "students are required to collect and use 
data, includinq aocrot obnervation. Children are pressured to bare every 
emotion and all private thouqhto and actions of tl.em and their parents," 
(Dow, June 30, 1975) 

By early April, the MACOS controversy was also finding its way into 
the profosflional and mass media* The March 31 issue of The Chronicle of 
niifhor Education carried a ono-pago article entitled "Social-Scionoo 
Curriculum Under Kiro in Conqrosii" (Boffry 1975) and James J, Kilpatrick's 
nationally syndicated column took its first notice of the controversy 
("Takinq Siqtiificant Step Down the Road to 1.984," nouldor Dailq Ctnnura, 
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April 2, 1915, p. 4). At least one television station, WRC-TV in the 
Washington, D.C. area, was ready to air a series of shows examining th^ 
MACOS materials and the controversy over them. 

On April 1, after discussing the controversy with the National 
Science Board, Stever sent a second letter to Chairman Teague, He re- 
ported that the Board affirmed several general policies in science edu*^ 
cation: "that the NSF role is that of selecting science covrse develo^"^ 
ment projects which are believed to have significant promise of strengt^^s, 
ening science education"; that "it is up to local authorities, not NSF/ 
to decide what course materials should be taught"; that "NSF has a resp^^s, 
sibility to help science teachers at all levels become acquainted with ^ 
variety of materials," not just those funded by the Foundation; and 
material developed under NSF auspices should contain an express dis- 
claimer of NSF endorsement. The Board also made decisions not to resc>^ta 
implementation grants already awarded for MACOS and not to send cautio^"^ 
ary notices to all school districts in the country. Finally, the Boar^ 
approved Stever *s suspension of further FY 1975 development and imple- 
mentation funds and the setting up of an internal review committee. 
Stever noted that the committee would be assigned the task of reviewing 
precollege curriculum development activities in general, not just MACo^» 
and that the committee would be asked to look into procedural as well 
substantive questions. The letter contains an outline of the report 
be made and the names and positions of the committee members. 

On April 9, the Nato-Snal Science Foundation's authorization bill 
(H.R. 4723) come to the floor of the House of Representatives. The de-^ 
bate on the bill runs for 33 pages in the Congressional Record (Vol. 
No. 54, pp. H2575-2607), much of which focuses on the Foundation's rol^ 
in scionco curriculum dovelopment and implementation. (Two other majo^ 
foci of debate were the issues of "frivolous titles" on research proje^^^s 
and peer review of both research and education proposals. The peer ro^ 
view issue eventually became partially mixed in with the science cur-- 
riculum Issue. ) 

The mvijor portion of the dolxite on NSF's curriculum development a^^ 
imp lemon tat Ion activities wah kicked off by Conlan's introduction of 
amendment to bar any funds for NSF c\jrriculum Implementation .or markot^^\g 
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without specific Congressional approval of each proposed project. The 
subsequent debate reflected how the controversy had overflowed its 
initially limited focus on the MACOS materials. Fundamental questions 
of values and the democratic constitution of government began to surface, 
as noted in the previous section on issues. 

Eventually, the Conlan amendment was defeated by a vote of 215 to 
196, with 21 not voting. Immediately following the vote. Representative 
Gary Myers of Pennsylvania offered a second amendment, to bar funds for 
implementation unless the Foundation, the grant recipient, or school 
board involved first gave notice to the community concerning the con- 
templated introduction of the curriculum, and unless the curriculum were 
made. available for public inspection before deciding on adoption. After 
considerable less debate than on the Conlan amendment, the Myers amend- 
ment failed, too, 341 to 68, with 23 not voting, Myers offered another 
amendment, calling only for the inspection proviso of his previous amend- 
ment, which was agreed to without debate. 

Finally, Representative Bauman offered an amendment giving the House 
the power to veto any specific grant made by the Foundation within 30 days 
of NSF*s grant decision. Essentially, the Bauman amendment was the inverse 
of Conlan' s previous proposal, giving Congress veto power instead of ap- 
proval power over specific grants. This amendment passed, narrowly, by 
a vote of 212 to 199, with 21 not voting. 

This was far from the end of the matter, however. The Science and 
Technology Committee had earlier directed Chairman Teague to appoint a 
special committee of citizens to review NSF*s science curriculum imple- 
mentation activities and policies. In early May, Teague sent letters 
appointing nine persons to be on the Science Curriculum Implementation 
Review Group, ai* it came to bo called. They included a former Congress- 
man, ci science journal and textbook publisher, an assistant to the U,S. 
Cpnunission of Education, an engineer and former NASA official, two house- 
wives and mothers, and two university chancellors. The Review Group's 
charge was to report on the question of whether the Foundation had gone 
beyon<l Ltn Congressional mandate for implementation activities and wat^ 
mcu;kotincj curriculum matorlaiR, It was to report to the Committee no 
later th-^n May 31, a deadline that it did not make, 

4 3 
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On May 13 , Dow presented a paper to the Science Curriculum Imple- 
mentation Review Group — the "Teague Committee" — entitled "'MACOS* 
Revisited: A Commentary on the Most Frequently Asked Questions About 
Man: A Course of Study.*' The "most frequently asked questions" to which 
Dow responded included; "What is Man: A Course of Study?,'* "What happens 
to children in this course?/' "What happens to teachers?," "What do par- 
ents think of Man: A Course of Study? "Why was it so difficult to find 
a publisher?," "What about the costs of the program?," and "What about 
Jerome Bruner? How did he become involved with Man: A Course of Study 
and what were his motives?" 

On the same day, the Senate considered the NSF authorization bill- 
It threw out the Myers inspection provision and the Bauman grant review 
and veto amendment. Also, it directed the Foundation to conduct a com-- 
prehensive study of how members of the public can be involved in NSF's 
program and policy formulation, develcrpment , and execution. Over the 
summer the House reconsidered the amended bill and a conference committee 
ironed out differences. (U.S. Congress, 89 Stat. 431; U.S. Congress, 
July 30, 1975) 

Later in May, the Foundation's internal review team published its 
report, Pro-College Science Curriculum Activities of the National Science 
Foundation: Report of Science Curriculum Review Team (Science Curriculum 
Review Team 1975). The first of the report's two volumes contained the 
team*s findings and recommendations. The summary of findings included 
six statements (p. v) : 

- The program has been instrumental in bringing about a major 
change in the content of science teaching materials at the 
pre-colleqe level 

- No comprehensive review of future needs for pre-college cur- 
ricula has been carried out, although there has been exten- 
sive change in the national situation with respect to these 
curricula 

There is a need Cor substantial reexamination of the policy 
framework for this program 

- ProJocU manaqomont docLsionQ conformed adequately with pol- 
Iciur, , procoduroH, and practices in effect at the time 

rloc i ijioni.5 wore nwulo 

- Oenoral NSF manaqomont practices were consistent with pol- 
icLOM in effect at the timo 
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- While there has been steady improvement in operational and 
management practices, additional improvements can be made. 

The Advisory Committee on Science Education, after reviewing the team's 

work, made five recommendations, which are summarized in the report 

(Science Curriculum Review Team 1975, p. vi): 

- NSF has a continuing role in science curriculum development 
at the pre-college level; NSF should not avoid controversy 
at the expense of educational and scientific value 

- NSF should take an active and continuing role in determining 
needs for improvement of pre-college science education 

- NSF should use a broad range of granting mechanisms, includ- 
ing expanded use of "program solicitation" procedures 

- All large scale projects should have detailed evaluation 
plans and make provision for externa! siimmative evaluation 

- Developers should be encouraged to make arrangements for pub- 
lication, manufacturing, and marketing without a requirement 
for NSF funds. 

The chairman of the internal review team, after discussions with the 
National Science Board, made six specific procedural and, three specific 
policy recommendations (Science Curriculum Review Team 1975, p. vi-vii) 
Procedural 

- A needs assessment program should be initiated to develop and 
establish priorities for curriculum development 

- Procedures should be developed to guarantee broad dissemi- 
nation of needs, competitive proposal procedures, review by 
qualified professionals and, when appropriate, pilot testing 
of competincj co\irses 

- Formal in-depth review of completed curriculum development 
programs should be carried out 

- More formal, structured procedures should be established for 
periodic review of ongoing major curriculum development programs 

- Barriers to broad diffusion of new curriculum materials should 
be researched and results broadly disseminated to allow and 
encourage State and local authorities to exercise their total 
responsibility for adoption of curriculum materials 

- The NSF should ensure, by legally binding agreements, that 
all curriculum development grants include the NSF disclaimer 
clause, 

PoJ^icy^ 

- Tho National Science Board should develop a definitive policy 
i.^tatemont on the purposes and objectives of NSF curriculum 
development activities. This statement should delinjate the 
cxtont to which future activities in both the natural and 
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social sciences should be directed toward the objectives of 
supporting science training specifically for individuals em- 
barking on science careers^ and science education for all 
students to illuminate the underlying nature of our tech- 
nological world, 

- The National Science Board should formulate a clear policy 
statement on the role of the NSF in natural and social science 
curricula implementation. Since curriculum implementation 
activities are designed to disseminate materials that are 
sometimes regarded as controversial or political in nature, 

a clear policy is needed for the guidance of future activities. 

- Mechanisms for administering curriculxim implementation that 
allow NSF to remain at ''arm's length" from, the process are 
needed. New approaches should involve State and local 
authorities, private institutions and academies. 

S ummer 1975 

Meanwhile, articles with catchy titles, such as "Tempest in an Igloo" 
(Merry 1975), continued to pop up from time to time in the mass media. 
In Juner Representative James W. Symington of Missouri, Chairman of the 
Subcommittee on Science, Research, and Technology, commissioned the 
Library of Congress to prepare a "comprehensive review of the Foundation's 
pre-college education support activities--past and present" (Library of 
Congress 1976, Letter of Transmittal). The report would not be complete 
until January 1976. 

On June 20, the National Science Board issued three policy state- 
morita, on "pluralism in education," on the Foundation's curriculum develop- 
ment activities, and on the Foundation's implementation activities. The 
first statement affirmed that the Foundation should not try to avoid con- 
troversy, since educational innovation is at its very heart controversial, 
and it should continue to provide scientifically sound alternatives for 
th(j nation's s;chools to choose from. It then noted the strong American 
commitment to pluralism and stated that 

As a consequence of thii^ pluralistic value system the Foun- 
dation should disseminate as many alternatives as are feasible 
and necessary given the diversity of views and needs (Library 
of Contjresjs 1976, p. 201) 

r^roceduros rocommondod included conducting a "broad-based analysis of 

future no(»dri in fuibjoct arocis," ensuring competitive selection of projects, 

oncMJUTfUj i Tig "development of alternatives," and establinliinq "administrative 
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procedures in the implementation stage that will avoid any appearance of 
indoctrination or coercion" (Library of Congress 1976, p. 201), 

The second policy statement reaffirmed the Foundation's rationale 
for engaging in "development of course materials and teaching methods in 
the mathematical r physical, medical, biological, engineering, social, 
and other sciences at the pre-college level." it stated that the "pro- 
gram should be broadly aimed at encouraging future scientists and tech- 
nologists as well as increasing the quality of science education avail- 
able to all students at the pre-college level" (Library of Congress 1976, 
p, 202) . 

The third statement indicated the Fcrmdation's ir*t:ention to continue 
implementation act-i.viti-=s , but with certcLin new procedural constraints. 
The full statement _s worth quoting: 

State and local authorities hav^ final responsibility for 
the selection \^iad adoption of educational materials and prac- 
tices. Ideally: such selection is based upon adequate infor-- 
mation about available alternatives. The National Science 
Foundation therefore affirms a continuing role for the National 
Science Foundation (NSF) in supporting activities designed to 
disseminate widely information about available alternatives and 
to assist members of the educational conununity in the use of 
new, innovative, and scientifically sound materials and prac- 
tices in which they have demonstrated an interest. 

Prior to undertaking full-scale dissemination and assistance 
activities for NSF-developed materials, NSF should undertake 
a careful review to ensure that the proposed subject matter 
fits within reasonable limits or norms with respect to edu- 
cational value and that the scientific content is accurate. 
Recognizincj the broad base of concern with elementary and sec- 
ondary education, the Foundation should provide opportunities 
for input in this review by representatives of the scientific, 
educational, child development, comnif/rcial publishing, and in- 
formed public communities. (Library of Congress 1976, p. 202) 

In August, the authorization bill was finally approved, without the 

Dauman amendment of April 9 but including the Myers eunendment in the 

final version (U.S. Congress, August 1, 1975). The conference committee's 

report (U.S. Congress, July 30, 1975, pp. 12-13) gives the reasons for 

not including the grant provision: 

[Tjho role oi the Congress mu£?t be to sot policy and priorities 
and to conduct careful oversight, rather than to be involved in 
the day-to-day execution and administration of that policy. 
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and 

CR^eview of research proposals would require members of Congress 
to make judgments about research activities J . . which the mem- 
bers, with rare exceptions, are in no way equipped to make. 

It also notes that the Myers provision for local community inspection was 

left in the conference version of the bill, as was the Senate's call for 

a Foundation study of expanded public involvement. 

Finally, the report no::es the inclusion in the bill of a group of 

provisions aimed at "sianif icantly restructurincr" NSF ' s science edu- 

catio- nroqram. In the wcrds of the report. 

The thrust of these provisions is that the "oundation ' s Science Edu- 
Ccition program should consist not only of activities aimed at devel- 
oping improvements innovations for use in ^cience education. 
The Science Education program should also ±aclude science education 
activities providing for the introduction of such improvements and 
innovations and for the training of students and teachers. (p. 13) 

Among these provisions is the division of the former "Science Education 
Improvement" line item into two separate line items, "Science Education 
Innovation" and "Science Education Support." "Science Education Innova- 
tion" is defined in the Act as "projects aimed at the development of new 
approaches to the teaching of science to students, teachers, cind pro- 
fessionals, including but not limited to new curricula, new technologies, 
new methods, and retraining or other efforts to make the existing scien- 
tific manpowor pool better able to fulfill the Nation's manpower needs." 
"Sci^ Kducatiori Support" is defined as "projects aimed at building a 
capability to teach science, including but not limited to awards for 
equipment, conferences, and institutional development." (U.S. Congress, 
H9 Stat, 429) It would appear that at least some kinds of "implementation" 
activities are allowed by this language, although NSF officials and most 
observers have not interpreted the Act in this way. 

Fall 1975 

In October, after a brief lull, attention to the issue increased. 
The October issues of two professional education journals. Social Education 
and the Phi Delta Kappan, contained detailed articles presenting the pro 
and con sides of the MACOS controversy. Social Education' s articles wore 
by Con Ian ("MACOS: The Push for a Uniform National Curriculum") and Dow 
(a reprint of his paper for the Teague Committee, "MACOS Revisited..."), 
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while the Phi Delta Kappan contained a different presentation by Dow 
("MACOS: The Study of Human Behavior One Road to Survival") and an 
articulate, critical article ("The Case Against Man: A Course of Study'') 
by George Weber, the Associate Director of the Council for Basic 
Education. 

On October 1, the Science Curriculum Implementation Review Group's 
report, originally due in May, was finally issued. The document includes 
both a majority report, agreed to by eight of the nine members of the 
Review Group, and a minority report prepared by one member, Joanne 
McAuley. The recommendations of the majority were as follows (Ad Hoc 
Science. . . 1975, pp. 1-2): 

I. With regard to course development and implementation, 
the Review Group recommends that the NSF continue pre-college 
science curriculum activities Ctwo members felt they should be 
limited, however, to only natural science and mathematics] with 
the following changes in understandings and procedures: 

A. Recognition that the NSF and the Congress cannot 
avoid responsibility for both quality and content of curricula 
that are federally funded through NSF. 

B. Creation of an ongoing needs assessment program 
that will guide future NSF scinncf* curriculuxr activities, 

C. Addition of representative parents to curriculum 
reviewing and evaluating groups during curriculum pilot-testing 
periods and all subsequent periods of federal funding, especially 
in the case of social science curricula. 

D. Development of and adherence to complete and clearer 
policies in all NSF curriculum efforts, including but not con- 
fined to: (1) closer monitoring by staff; (2) better evaluation 
by staff and outside groups; (3) time schedules for support and 
subsequent phase-out of each NSF implementati on effort; (4) con- 
sistent and no-favoritism policies covering curriculum promotion, 
marketing, and publication; and (5) avoidance, in implementation 
activities, of undue influence, direct or indirect, over local 
decisions on curriculum adoption. 

E. Formal adoption by NSB (National Science Board) of 
acknowledgment and disclaimc?r statements, and enforcement of 
same . 

F. Establishment of a clear Congressional policy on 
all roycilty income and its disposition. 

II. With regard to MACOS in particular, the Review Group 
recomn\endG : 

A. Early phase-out and termination of MACOS implemen- 
tation activities by NSF, except for regular processes of 
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iiiformation dissemination and training programs in which more 
than a single curriculum is offered. 

B. Renegotiation of the MACOS publishing and royalty 
agreement. 

C. Requirement that acknowledgment and disclaimer 
clauses be included in all MACOS materials sold after a mutually- 
agreed upon date. 

D. Insertion in all MACOS teacher materials of state- 
ments cautioning teachers regarding their handling of cultural 
differences and contrasting value systems, with careful atten- 
tion to honoring the diverse value systems of the homes from 
which their pupils come. 

E. Consideration by MACOS publishers of ways of en- 
larging their efforts to urge adopting school systems to (1) 
arrange parent previewing sessions to acquaint them with the 
course, and (2) make the course optional for students. 

The minority report recommended, in short, that "Congress require 

the MSF to discontinue its support of all course curriculum development 

and implementation." McAuley listed nine fir&Hings in s^itpport of tier 

recommendation (1975, pp. 4-19) : 

I. The National Science Foundation is supporting "career 
curriculum innovators" whose objectives cd far beyond 
NSF's legislative mandate to help improve scd^ence 
education. . . . 

II. There never was a Congressional mandate for NSF to promote 
and market course materials. . . . 

III. National Science Board policies are non-existent or in- 
adequate in NSF course curriculum area in the following 
categories: 

A. Needs Assessment . . . 

B. Parent Involvement . . . 

IV. The National Science Board issues statements establishing 
public policy, which is a power reserved to Congress. . . . 

V. NSF gives taxpayer dollars to curriculum grantees with no • 

monitoring, checks, or methods for assuring accountability. . 

VI. There is no effective independent evaluation of NSF 
curricula. . . . 

VII. NSF is required by law and its owi^i adopted policies to en- 
sure the scientific accuracy and public acceptance of 
curriculum content, as well as to safeguard the well-being 
of students who will be exposed to such curriculum, before 
course materials are implemented in school classrooms. * . . 

VIII. The majority report of the Science Curriculum Implementation 
Review Group incorrectly infers that criticisms of MACOS 
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philosophy, content, and teaching methods are based on 
elements that are no longer part of the course. . . . 

rx. There is no need for federal intervention in the devel- 
opment and marketing of textbooks and other course 
curriculum. ... 

Both the minority and the majority report contained extensive explanations 
of the recommendations made and the information on which they were based. 

On October 14, the General Accounting Office's report on its inves- 
tigation of the administration of MACOS appeared. The Comptroller General 
had been asked by Chairman Teague on March 13 to review "(1) the develop- 
ment, evaluation, and implementation of the National Science Foundation- 
supported science education project 'Man: A Course of Study' and (2) the 
relationships between tbc Foundation and the project's developer (Edu- 
cation Development Center, Inc.) and publisher (Curriculum Development 
Associates, Inc.)." (General Accounting Office 1975, cover letter) Con- 
cerning MACOS, the GAO recommendat ions included, the following (pp« i — ii) : 

The Congress may wish the Foundation to determine the 
significance of Croyalty] income Cfrom grantees and contractors], 
£ind require a report of receipts and expenditures for use in 
considering the Foundation's annual appropriation request. 

GAO recommendations to strengthen management of Foundation projects 

include : 

— Ascertaining if a competitive process is feasible and 
effective for developing educational products. 

— Establishing procedures so that files are documented to show 
(1) disposition of project evaluators' comments and (2) 
reasons for supporting or not supporting project imple- 
mentation proposals. 

— Requiring documentation to support reasons given by grantees 
or contractors in selecting a publisher to market education 
materials developed with Foundation support and insuring that 
publisher interest in marketing such materials is redetermined 
when conditions change that could affect publisher selection. 

— Reviewing all contracts and subcontracts for marketing edu- 
cational materials. 

— Conducting a review of the 'Man: A Course of Study' devel- 
oper's royalty fund transactions, evaluating the review 
results in considering the need for more frequent audits of 
the royalty fund, and more closely examining that developer's 
income reports to help monitor the royalty fund (p.. ii) . 

doing beyond MAC05), the report also recommends (p. ii) tKat the Foundation 
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— Establish procedures for selecting peer reviewers of proposals 
for curriculum development to insure that views of intended 
users, such as school administrators and teachers, are obtained. 

— Review the need for establishing procedures to safeguard human 
subjects involved in its educational activities. 

The GAO -examined evaluations of the effectiveness of MACOS, but deferred 
making recommendations on product evaluation until completion of a broader 
GAO study on evaluation of NSF-supported education projects in gisneral. 

In December, still another review of NSF science education activities 
took place. In this case, NSF invited panels of educators, social scien- 
tists, and laymen to examine each of the 19 curriculum development pro- 
jects currently sponsored by the Foundation. The panels were to respond 
to ten questions after reviewing the materials, proposals, and other docu- 
ments related to each of the projects: 

1) Is there a genuine need for these instructional materials? 

2) Is there a market for these instructional materials? 

3) Do these instructional materials possess a clear purpose 
and rationale? 

4) Is the content of these instructional materials scientif- 
ically correct? 

5) Is the content of these instructional materials education- 
ally sounci? 

6) Are the proposed and anticipated outcomes of the instruc- 
tional materials desirable? 

7) Do these instructional materials present implementation 
problems for the schools? 

8) Are the costs of implementing these instructional materials 
reasonable? 

9) Is the management/organi2ation plan adequate for producing 
these instructional materials? 

10) What are your qenoral impressions of the curriculum? 
The 74 reviewers spent several days each examining the materials and docu- 
ments, discussing the projects with each other, and preparing their col- 
lective responses to the ten questions. These were to serve as the basis 
for the Foundation's decisions in March 1976 as to the disposition of its 
current curriculum dovoloprnent efforts. 

Also in December, the Foundation embarked on plans for conducting a 
compreher\sive needs asoessjmont to help shape the future of its science 
education program. It issued three Requests for Proposals, entitled 
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"Assessment of Needs and Existing Practices of U.S. Schools in Pre-College 
ScietlCR Rdllcahion" (National Science Foundation, November 28, 1975), 
"Survey of Materials Usage in Pre-College Science Education" (National 
science Foundation, December 3, 1975), and "Case Studies of Current 
Practices in Pre-College Science Education" (National Science Foundation, 
December 12, 1975). Proposals were to be submitted by mid-January and 
awards made by late spring - 

It was not until January that the Library of Congress report (1976),' 
originally commissioned in June by Representative Liymington, appeared. 
The report, which supplied much useful information for this paper, con- 
tained a comprehensive history of NSF's science education program; it 
runs for 297 pages and includes just about everything one ever wanted to 
know on the subject. 

The Decisions 

The eleven months from March 1975 through January 1976 had put the 
Foundation's precollege science education program in an unexpected and, 
by some, unwanted, limelight- Those months were filled with an unusual 
amount of public, professional, and Congressional debate and nothing 
less than five separate in-depth reviews by special committees, panels, 
and agencies. As a new round of authorization hearings, for fiscal year 
1977, approached, the issue appeared to be reaching the point of denoue- 
ment. A number of decisions had been made or were on the verge of being 
made in response to the various charges and counter charges that had been 
raised in debate and investigation- The decisions that have been made so 
far will be reviewed in the next few pages, keeping in mind that no issue 
is ever finally settled in government policy and program — what Congress 
qivcth one year. Congress may taketh away the next . - . and vice versa. 

A V o r c h T e s t i mony 

On Fabruary 10, 1976, Harvoy Averch, NSF's Acting Assistant Director 
for Science Kducation, testlfiecl before the Subcommittee on Science, 
Hesoarc}\, and Technology of the House Committee on Science and Technology 
as a part of the NSF Fiscal Year 1977 budget authorization hearings. 
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Averch's presentation reflects the thinking about NSF's science education 
proqram that had gone on during the preceding year. In it he outlines 
the rationale for federal involvement in precollege science curriculum 
development, as well as other educational asrtivities (such as university- 
level science curriculum improvement and scholarship and fellowship 
programs). After reaffirming the judgment t±at primary decisions should 
be made at the local level, he clearly delirisates the circumstances under 
which federal assistance might be necessary (Averch 1976, p. 2). 

He then describes the proposed NSF science education program and 
budget r quests for fiscal year 1977: $23 million for Science Manpower 
Improvement, $26.9 million for Science EducHtion Resources Improvement, 
$11.7 million for Science Education Research and Development, and $3.4 
million for Science and Society. The first program. Science Manpower 
Improvement, provides higher education assistance to individuals and 
institutions. The second, Science Education Resources Improvement, 
provides assistance for improvement of undergraduate instruction, in- 
cluding preservice teacher education, and- for information and dissemina- 
tion activities related to new materials, practices; and teaching tech- 
nologies. Averch is careful to point out that the latter are not imple- 
mentation activities assisting teachers and administrators in placing 
curricula in the classroom. He also points out that research and devel- 
opment activities have been separated from information and dissemination 
activities. 

The third program, Science Education Research and Development, 
proposes support for developing educational applications of computer 
technology and for precollege curriculum development. in his discussion 
ot" this program, as already noted in the section above on the issues, 
Averch delves into the criteria for determining when federal involvement 
in development is warranted (Averch 1976, p. 15) : 

(1) there exists a relatively low level of r&d by the private 
suppliers and an insufficient rate of technical progress; 

(2) there exist some institutional barriers to deter R&D private 
suppliers; and * 

(.0 the public value of technological advance is high. 

Ho notes tliat NSF has issued ^three RFPs to conduct more systematic study 

of the first condition, but that there is already good reason to believe 
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it holds, since "there is a natural economic tendency for markets con- 
cerned with knowledge transfer — education — to have difficulty in captur- 
ing Intern l.ly the aggregate benefits from research and development." 
There is also good reason to believe that the second condition holds, 
since "private publishers have also stated that within the industry the 
infrastructure for R&D and testing and evaluation is not now in place." 
Finally, he says that, after examining the debate over what happens in 
precollege curriculum, "it is reasonable to assume that condition (3) 
holds for a significant segment of the public." (Averch 1976, p. 15) 

Next he outlines the new NSF precollege science curriculum devel- 
opment policies that had been communicated to the subcommittee a month 
earlier: 

(1) No major new curriculum projects will be funded with- 
out a systematic needs assessment. Needs assessment will take 
two forms: analytic surveys and analyses of educational prac- 
tices and requirements; and public participation and comment on 
our progrcun jdesigns, 

(2) We will use a prototype approach. Several small 
awards will be made initially, and some products will be 
produced for further evaluation. Such awards will be made 
through formal competitive procedures such as program 
solicitations. 

(3) Clear go-no go decision points will be established by 
NSF so that large investments do not occur without explicit 
review of progress. 

(4) Independent evaluation procedures will be set up at 
the beginning of each project so that we know directly how the 
project is doing throughout its life. (Averch 1976, p. 16) 

Beyond these specific policy changes, Averch notes that the NSF staff 
is currently reviewing— all-current development proj ect-s— the Foundations- 
funds for possible curtailment or modification and that NSF will continue 
to watch the development of the educational marketplace for signs that 
the private sector is becoming able to deliver needed products on its 
own irt science education. 

Finally, Averch describes the Foundation's new Science and Society 
educational program, which need not distract us here. 
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Disposition of 19 Current P rojects 

One month after Averch^s presentation to the subcommittee, in which 
he had mentioned the review of current curriculum development projects, 
the Foundation issued a press release announcing its decision on continued 
support for the 19 precollege projects it was currently supporting. It ^ 
stated that three of the 19 would be continued at approximately the same 
level as had been proposed? another three would be continued at a reduced 
level; eight were almost completed and would require little or no addi- 
tional funds; and five would not be continued at all. The three which 
were to be continued virtually unchanged were: 

Human Sciences Program (Biological Sciences Curriculum Study, Boulder, 
Colorado) 

Comparing Politi al Experiences (Indiana University) 

Biomedical Interdisciplinary Curriculum Project (California Committee 
on Regional Medical Programs, Berkeley, California) . 

The three to be continued at a reduced level were: 

Mathematics Resources Project (University of Oregon) 

Individualized Science Instructional System (Florida State University) 

Outdoor Biology Instructional Strategies (University of California at 
Berkeley) 

The eight that were almost complete, requiring little or no additional 
funding were: 

Sourcebook in Applied Mathematics (Cornell University) 
First Year Algebra (University of Chicago) 

Arithmetic Project (Education Development Center, Newton, Massachusetts) 
Modes in Math Project (University of Illinois) 

Problem Solving -Instructional Material (University of Okfahoma) 
Social Biology Films (University of Maz-yland) 

Exploring Human Nature (Education Development Center, Newton, 
Massachusetts ) 

Technology, People, Environment (State University of New York at 
Stony Brook) 

The five that were discontinued were: 

Mathematical Problem Solving Project (Indiana University) 

Project for Mathematical Development of Children (Florida State 
University) 

Mathematics Project for the 7th and Bth Grades (Boston University) 
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Unified Science and Mathematics for Elementary Schools (Education 
Development Center, Nevvrton, Massachusetts) 

Human Behavior Project (Carleton College, Northfield, Minnesota) 
NSF stated that the last group were "projects with substantial further 
development funding required, regarding which serious criticisms have 
been raised by evaluators . . . " (National Science Foundation, March 10, 
1976) . At least two (Human Behavior and Unified Science) of the five 
projects have protested and NSF has decided to allow them to submit 
revised proposals under a new reconsideration policy ("House Debates NSF 
Bill" 1976; National Science Foundation, January 27, 1976), 

House Debate on 1977 Budget 

On March 24, 1976, the 1977 NSF authorization bill was introduced on 
the floor of the House by Teague and Symington. Symington noted four 
recommendations of his subcommittee: 

1) that the dowrxward trend of the science education budget over the 
past few years be reversed (the entire $9 million increase in NSF's bud- 
get for fiscal year 1977 was to be allotted to science education) ? 

2) that the National Science Board membership be broadened to include 
experts in science teaching or educational research? 

3) that more attention be given by NSF to junior and community 
colleges; and 

4) that the science education prograin be restructured to allow for 
limited continuation of development and to begin a modest basic research 
prograin (U.S. Congress, March 24, 1976, p. H2336) . Symington also noted 
that the subcommittee specified that no funds were to be authorized for 
implementation of courses and urged that NSF conduct a reassessment of 
its role and assessment of needs in precollege science education. 

On the following day, March 25, debate and voting took place. As in 
the previous year's debate, NSF*s science education program was one of 
the primary focuses of concern. But this year there was hardly any dis- 
cussion of MACOS, since the previous year's controversy had effectively 
stopped any t'urther funding for that project. 

Instead, Conlan's attention shifted to two other NSF science edu- 
cation projects. Individualized Science Instructional System (ISIS) at 
Florida State University and Human Science Program (HSP) at the Biological 
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Science Curriculum Study in Boui^^^^: , Colorado. Conlan cited alleged 
mismanagement practices in connotation with these two projects and also 
criticized their content and ingi^^Uctional methods, much along the same 
lines as he had earlier criticiz^^ maCOS content and instructional methods. 
He proposed an amendment that woi^"^^ eliminate all development funds from 
the fiscal year 1977 NSF authorisation and would shift the funds that had 
been proposed for development in^^ summer training institutes for elemen- 
tary and secondary teachers. Th^ institutes were to focus on bringing 
participants up to date on the i^^^st research findings in science and. 
mathematics in order "to improve ^heir cognitive instructional capabili- 
ties" and the institutes would ri^"^ '»be used as mechanisms for promoting 
or marketing course materials, pj^^^rams, or teaching methodologies" 
(U.S. Congress, March 25, 1976, ^' H2413) . 

The debate echoed that of tJ^^ previous year, although it is clear 
that the adversaries had, in the ^^antime, polished their argiiments and 
checked their facts more carefxil^^. In the end, Conlan 's amendment failed 
by a vote of 160 to 232, with 4o ^^t voting (De/^ver Post 1976). 

Another amendment, called a **^unshine" amendment in debate and 
offered by Bauman, was a spinoff ^^om the amendment prepared by Bauman 
the previous year. It sought to ^^quire nSF officials to respond within 
15 days to any requests for infoj^^^tion of any sort from any Congressman. 
Tt, too, was defeated, 136 to 25'/' with 39 not voting (De/iver Post 1976). 

The full bill, allowing tax increase for science education in 
fiscal 1911 , was passed by a vot^ 358 to 3 3 with 41 not voting (Denver 
Post 1976) . At the time of this Siting, the Senate had not yet acted on 
the bill. It is reported that tl^® senate bill's language does not rule 
out use of funds for implementat>^^ , although the House version does, and 
that it is likely that the Conf ej:r^^\ce bill win follow the House version 
in regard to implementation. 

Summary of Decisions 

The decisions that have beei'^ ^ade so far iri response to the controversy 
include the following. 

— A decision to stop, tempo^^^ily least, funding for precollege 
science curriculum implementatiorJ i^rojects. This was the first decision 
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made; it was announced in Stever ' s letter to Teague on March 17, 1975. 
As noted above, the Senate seems to be in sympathy with continuation of 
implementation activities, but the House does not. In all likelihood, 
NSF will not resume activity in implementation during the 1977 fiscal 
year . 

— A decision to continue precollege science curriculum development, 
though at a reduced level. Both NSF and the majority in Congress are 
speaking and behaving as though curriculum development activities' should 
and will continue. However, NSF has cut back on the number of projects 
it funds and the pressure to eliminate development altogether still 
exists. Some observers believe that it will not be long before NSF gets 
out of the development business entirely. 

niamber of decisions about procedures and £.-olicies to be followed 
in future curriculiun development efforts, assuming the Foundation con- 
tinues such activity: 

— NSF will conduct more systematic needs assessments, which 
will help them determine what sorts of development projects 
to fund in the future. Awards for three assessment studies 
have already been made. 
— MSF will include input from a wider spectrum of people in its 
needs assessment, proposal review, and project review efforts. 
— NSF will insliitute more careful procf^diir^s for review and 
selection of proposals. An Action Review Board that includes 
NSF staff members from outside the science education program 
will ensure that there is adequate documentation on all 
decisions and that reviewers are properly selected. The 
Conlan and Bauman proposals for grant review have been re- 
jected by Coiiuress. 
— Some proposal awards will be handled on a competitive basis 
in future, although NSF plans to leave the door open to un- 
solicited proposals, too. 
--A prototype approach to development will be used. This will 
entail closer monitoring of projects by the NSF staff, the 
establishment of clear decision points during the progress 
of each project, and the use of more rigorous and independent 
formative evaluation procedures. 

5 9 
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— An Office of Program Integration has been established in NSF 
to imx^rove evaluation efforts. 

— Procedures for review of materials before authori?/;ing pub- 
lication and for review and monitoring of publication arrange- 
ments are currently being worked out by NSF. 

— All royalties from sale of NSF-sponsored curriculum materials 
must henceforth be returned to NSF, which, in turn, must turn 
them over to the U.S. Treasury. 

A Lfcss-than~f inal Word 

The preceding paper has attempted to give readers a vivid, yet not 
overly passionate, sense of the issues in the science education controversy 
and how they grew from small beginnings. What has not been told here* are 
the dovm-to-earth, personal stories of educators who have seen their 
life's work denunciated, of civil servants who have seen -their honesty 
questioned and their jobs hanging in the balance, of parents and citizens 
on both sides who honestly fear for the safety and welfare of their chil- 
dren and society. These things are only dimly reflected, if at all, in 
the higher reaches of Congressional and media debates reported here. 

In the final pages, I attempted tp sketch out the decisions and 
actions that have been taken in response to the controversy. Needless to 
say, tliis is not the last word. In March of this year Congressman Conlan 
reviewed his successes to date and indicated his intention to continue 
his criticism: 

As the result of criticisms from citizens throughout the 
country and recent evaluations by Congress and the Foundation 
itself, NSF curriculum programs have been largely curtailed. 
Promotion and marketing of curriculum materials that I sought 
to eliminate last year has been eliminated by the subcommittee 
from this authorization bill as a separately funded category. 
And curriculum development has been reduced to support of 
several long-range multimillion-dollar curriculum projects, 

However C^unds are still earmarked] for two highly ques- 
tionable active curriculum products. CFunds already available] 
are quite sufficient for curriculum development, and should be 
used to phase out NSF curriculum activities altogether (U.S. 
Congress, March 25, 1975, p. H2930) . 

v;e can be assured that we have not heard the end of the matter. 
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FOR FURTHER READING 

' Through the ERIC system, readers can pursue any number of issues . 
raised in this paper. ERIC's Current Index to Journals in Education 
(CUE) provides access to the journal literature on educational topics 
and Resources in Education (RIE) indexes other documentary literature in 
education, including conference papers, governmental reports, unpublished 
papers, books, and organizational position papers. 

Seven of the many topics related to this paper that readers might 
want to follow up are listed below. (Back to Basics, Censorship, Federal 
Aid to Education, The Evolutionist-Creationist Controversy, The Sex Edu- 
cation Controversy, The Religion-in~the-Schools Controversy, and Additional 
Readings on the NSF Controversy. ) For each topic we have listed a few of 
the many items related to the topic found in the ERIC indexes. 

Items with EJ numbers are from CUE; they refer to articles published 
in journals that should be available in school, public, or university 
libraries. Items with ED numbers are from RIE. Unless otherwise noted^ ; 
microfiche (^4F) or paper copies (HC) of the RIE documents can be obtained 
from ERIC Document Reproduction Service (EDRS) , Computer Microfilm Inter- 
national Corporation, P.O. Box 190, Arlington, VA 22210. All EDRS orders 
must refer to the ED number and be accompanied by a check or money order 
for the full amount of the order, including postage. The current book 
rate is $0.21 for the first^ pound and $0.08 per half-pound increment over 
the first. One pound is approximately 35 microfiches (one microfiche 
contains 96 document pages) or 100 paper copy pages, including containers. 
You should check with your post office for possible changes in book rates. 
If there is an ERIC collection at a nearby university library or school 
resource and service center, you might prefer to look over specific docu- 
ments there before ordering. 

Back to Basics 

EJ 100 987. "Bring Back *The Basics,' Board Members and Administrators 
Say Loud and Clear." American School Board Journal, 161:8 (August 
1974) 31-35. 
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This article presents the results of a survey conducted at the National 
School Boards Association's annual convention in Houston (1974). It 
spells out the specifics concerning how participants voted, in separate 
breakdowns for superintendents and school board members. 

i:j liO 798. "Back to Basics — Challenge or Copout?" By Frank McLaughlin. 
Media and Methods, 11:4 (December 1974) 8-10. 

This article discusses back-to-basics at the high school level. 

EJ 122 506. "Back to 'The Basics* in Schools: Here's the Case for Push- 
ing the Current Trend into a Landslide." By George Weber. American 
School Board 'Journal , 162:8 (August 1975) 45-46. 

Public education is justified only when schools provide a sound, basic 
education for all students. Devotion to basic education does not mean 
indifference to the social and vocational development of students. On 
the contrary, the first- essential in such development is, and always has 
been, competence in the basics. 

ED 106 230. Forward to Basics. By Samuel G. Sava. Chelmsford, MA: 
Merrimack Education Center, 1975. 13pp. EDRS Price: MF-$0.83? 
HC-$1.67 plus postage. Also available from Merrimack Education 
Center, 101 Mill Road, Chelmsford, MA 01824 (no price quoted). 

The last ten years have been a distinctive decade in American education.* 
There was much argument for change in the 1950s, but it was Sputnik that 
sparked action in the field of education. The ass\amption at that time 
was that if the U.S. was technologically '^behind," the schools were to 
blame. Federal funds for schools began as an "emergency" measure. These 
funds were renewed year after year until, by 1964, they had taken on the 
characteristics of a permanent federal allocation. By the end of the 
Kennedy administration and the beginning of the Johnson administration, 
"national defense" was perceived in more subtle terms. It became evident 
that there were also domestic problems that could cripple our society. 
Equality of educational opportunity became very important. Much legis- 
lation was passed at that time and the field became saturated with inno- 
vations. In a few years, however, students began protesting "lack of 
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relevance" and it was alleged that differences among schools didn't make 
much difference. We have now entered a period of reaction — a desire to 
return to "the basics." To advocate a return to "traditional" education, 
however, is to ignore all that has been learned in the past ten years. 
Specifically, we know that each student has differing aptitudes for dif- 
ferent subjects. The task for the 1970s is not to go back to basics; it 
is to use well-planned programs of educational improvement to move for- 
ward to basics. 

Censorship 

EJ 085 911. "From Scopes to Epperson and Beyond: Academic Freedom in 

the Schools." By M. Chester Nolte. School Law Journal, 3:1 (Spring 
1973) 37-47. 

This article examines court cases affecting academic freedom. It observes 
that the courts have not established a separate and independent right to 
academic freedom, although they have almost unanimously upheld the right 
of the student to learn and the teacher to teach that which is contro- 
versial, utilizing the First Amendment protections of freedom of expres- 
sion in so doing. 

EJ 104 815. "Science and Censorship." By Clifford A. Hardy and Paul J. 
Cowan. Science and Children 12:1 (September 1974) 26-27. 

The authors express their concerns about attempts, completed and antici- 
pated, to censor science content in textbooks and provide examples of 
censorship of material on evolution in biology textbooks. 

EJ 114 990. "The West Virginia Textbook Controversy: A Personal Account," 
By Todd Clark. Social Education, 39:4 (April 1975) 216-19. 

The unrepresentativeness of school policy discussions, religious funda- 
mentalism, and the local opinion that schools should uphold and inculcate 
traditional values of home and community are emphasized as the reasons 
for the West Virginia textbook controversy. 
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ED 105 518. Censoring Textbooks: Is West Virginia the Tip of the Iceberg? 

A Transcript of ''Options on Education/' December 11, 1974. Washington, . 
DC: George Washington University, Institute for Educational Leader- 
ship, 1974. 16pp, KDRS Price: MF-$0.83 plus postage? not available 
in paper cox^y. 

Interviews with several individu£ils representing h variety of viewpoints 
about the recent controversy regarding textbooks and philosophy in the 
Kanawha County (West irginia) public schools are presented in this 
transcript of a National Public Radio program broadcast in December 1974. 
Beginning with a discussion of the issue of textbook selection and ^content 
in Kanawha County, the interviews move into a brief but broad discussion 
of educational philosophy (humanism versus absolutism) of morality and 
the value systems of American children and American society, and of parent 
role and local input in schools. In addition to Kanawha County residents, 
school personnel, and a school board member, interviews are conducted v/ith 
representatives of citizens groups based in California and Maryland, the 
president of the National Education Association, a staff member of the 
National Council of Teachers of English, and the superintendent of West 
Virginia schools. From these interviews it becomes clear that the con- 
troversy begun over textbooks envelops more than a few words or reading 
selections; it encompasses the foundations of American education and 
questions wha> indeed, should run our schools. 



F.D 115 520. Censorship: The Challenge to Freedom in the School. Washing- 
ton, DC: American Association of School Administrators, Association 
for Supervision and Curriculum Development, and National Association 
of Elementary School Principals; Reston, VA: National Association 
of Secondary School Principals, 1975. 9pp. EDRS Price: MF-$0.83 
plus postage; not available in paper copy. Paper copy available 

t from Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development, Suite 

1100, 1701 K Street, NW, Washington, DC 20006 (single copy $0.50; 

*• discounts for bulk orders) . 

Concerned with the freedom to teach and learn, this document offers guide- 
line procedures for avoiding censorship disputes and for dealing with 
controversies which surround these issues. The experience and advice of 
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several superinteindents , principals, librarians, teachers, and curric- 
ulum workers who have recently been involved in textbook censorship con- 
troversies -ire brought together. Their opinions anc- ^.uggestions are 
offered to focus attention on community and school circumstances before 
a problem develops. The key to avoiding major disputes is the establish- 
ment and use of a formal, definitive, written procedure for the evalu- 
ation and selection of materials. A sample procedure policy is provided 
which emphasizes comprehensive objectives, direct board responsibility, 
strong curriculum-based selection criteria, high level professional re- 
view procedures, an advisory committee appointed by the board or super- 
intendent that includes students and parents, and a specific outline of 
policy and action on challenged materials. Should a complaint arise, 
suv*'«'^'S t ions for dealing with it include movincj the controversy to the 

. i.-' » board leve.l in order to avoid any parent-teacher-principal con- 
flict, and defending the professional selection process rather than the 
Individual piece of instructional material. 

ED 117 054. "Censorship—Or For Whom the (School) Bell Tolls." By David 
Woingast. Paper presented at the Annual Convention of the American 
Association of School Administrators, February 1976. 7pp- EDRS 
Trice: MF-$0.B3; HC-$1.67 plus postage. 

The speaker discusses the establishment of a district policy on the 
selection of books and the procedures that should be followed if a con- 
trover jjy develops. 

HI) 110 287. Toi<t}x^ok Solvation and Controversy . The Best of ERIC, 

Number 1(S. Eugene, OR: University of Oregon, ERIC Clcaringhouiie 
on Educational Management, 1976, 5pp. EDRS Price: MF-$0.83; 
H(>$1.67 plus postage. Also available free, as long as supply lasts, 
from ERIC Clearinqhousjo on Educational Management, University of 
Oregon, Eugene, OR 97403. 

This annotated bibliography summari?.es 11 selected publications concerned 
with the general topic ol textbook content and selection. The selections 
i\r\^ intended to give practicing educators easy access to the mos*- .signif- 
icant and uHoful information on school teKtbooks that is available from 



the Educational Resources Inforinatio:. Center (ERIC), All the publications 
described here were selected from ERIC catalogs Resources in Education 

(RIK) and Currtjnt Index to Journals in Education (CUE). Information on 
how to order copies of all the cited publications through the ERIC Docu- 
ment Reproduction Service is also included. 

KD 120 7G6, Viewpoints : Controversy in Content and Materials in Schools, 
Atl^mta, GA: Georgia State Department of Education, Office of In- 
structional Services, 1973. 18pp, EDRS Price: MF-$0.83; HC-$1.67 
plus postage. 

An argument is presented in this booklet for the formal study of con- 
troversial issues and materials in public secondary schools. The demo- 
cratic ideal of freedom of discussion is cited as justification for this 
stanco.. Included are discussions of (1) the democratic point of view as 
it relates to educational goals, (2) the student's right to study con- 
troversial topics, (3) guidelines for the evaluation of controversial 
publications and productions, (4) the role of the teacher in planning and 
administering curriculum, and (5) suggestions for screening instructional 
nuiterial. Appendices include further comment on both American and world- 
wide fAocial values, discussion of school policies and procedures for 
S(.^ lection of instructional materials, and a typical formal complaint form. 

Federal Aid to Kdv ttion 

EJ 132 058, "Public Policy Implications of Public Assistance to Non- 
})ublic Education." By Edward R, D'Alessio. Religious Education, 
70:2 (March'-April 1075) 174-184. 

This article argues that the present is both the best and worst of times 
for the nation's non-public schools, that the "aid question'' interferes 
with tho public's appreciation of the contribution of non-public schools, 
that numerous Federal and state laws and Court decisions recognise the 
lo(}itimato ricjhts of non-public school children and their parents, and 
six other points. 
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KJ 132 455. "Problems and Issues of Federal Aid to Education." By 

Hartwell D, Reed, Jr. Journal of FJducatlon Finance, 1:1 (Summer 
1975) lJl-120. 

The author examines current federal legislation and current attitudes in 
Congress regarding aid to education, discusses the impact of educational 
spending on the overall economy, and considers prospects for a major in- 
crease in federal education aid in the near future. 

The Evo lu tionist-Creationist Controversy 

EJ 066 756. "Creationists and Evolutionists: Confrontation in California. 
By Nicholas Wade. Science, 178:4062 (November 1972) 724-29. 

This article summarizes the history of the conflict between "evolutionists 
and "creationists" concerning the content of biology textbooks, based on 
the Science Framework for California Public Schools, and discusses the 
positions that have to be resolved by the California Board of Education. 

L:j 069 310. "Ambivalent Aspects of Evolution." By Garrett Hardin. 
Amorlcan Biology Teacher, 35:1 (January 1973) 15-19. 

The author proposes that the process of natural selection has resulted in 
higher forms of life. , The Theory of Creation fails to appreciate the con- 
tinuing naturo of the natural selection process. Proofs of the natural 
selection process and the origin of species with new characteristics are 
obsf?rvable. 

l;j 069 311. "Evolution, Creation, and the Scientific Method." By John 
N. Moore. American hiologi] Teacheyr, 35:1 (January 1973) 23-26, 34. 

Doubts about the validity of the general theory of evolution are raised. 
Evidence in favor of evolution is circumstantial and not reproducible. 
Teacher 5?hould explain the theory of creation proposed in the Bible when 
d LGCu^jHi ng t^volution. 

KJ 072 507. "Myths and Mcxlels: The Problem of Origin." By Joseph D. 
Ciparick. Saionco Touchor, 40:1 (January 1973) 22-24. 
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A comparison of religious and j^i^^^ntific explanations of the origin of 
] Ife is disscussod. It is felt o\t both sides are equally guilty in their 
approaches to win converts. In ^he true education of studencs, there 
should be open-minded explanatit^'^^ . 

EJ 075 785. "Nothing in Biology Makes Sense Except in the Light of 

Kvolution." By Theodosius ^^bzhansky. American Biology Teacher, 
35:3 (March 1973) 125-129. 

The Theory of evolution is not ^^^t but is a scientific theory based on 
numerous pieces of concrete evicJ^^ce. The only way to disprove this 
theory is to show evidence agaif>^^ it. The creationist view cannot be 
accepted in the light of new knc^^ledge in molecular biology and other 
fields. 

EJ 075 787. "CreatioHr Evoluti^?^* and the Historical Evidence." By 

Duane T. Gish. American hi^^ogy Teacher, 35:3 (March 1973) 132-140. 

The author points out that two it^^els of creation and evolution designed 
to explain life forms are equeLH^^ coinpetent and one is not less scientific 
than the other. Both of the moiJ^'J«s should be included in school curriculum. 



fc:J 077 401. "Evolution Is God»^ Method of Creation." By Julia Van Denack. 
Amorican Biology Teacher, 3^"^^ (April 1973) 216-18. 

Th(i scheme of evolution proposocJ V Cha^'din encompasses the views of 
toth creationists and evolutionisms. Evolution is explained as an act of 
Goii and the basic form of devolc^^^^^ent of life from primordial matter. 

KJ 077 407. "Adam and Eve in Sc/'^^'^hce." By Adrian M. Wenner . Amorlcan 
Biology Teacher , 35:5 (May 1^7 3) 278-79. 

The present conflict between crc^^^ionists and evolutionists may appear to 
bo focused on demanding equal ti^^ in school cui^Jriculum, but an attack may 
bo made in the future on the scj^^^tific method itself. Stronger arguments 
should be m^ide against creahioni^^Ja * viewpoint to uphold the rationale of 
scricHU ifir iicrut.iny before accM^p^^^hg a belief a^^ fact. 
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EJ 104 794. ''Effects of the Scopes Trial." By Judith V. Grabiner and 
Peter D. Miller. Science, 185:4154 (September 1974) 832-37. 

Considered are the effects of the Scopes trial on textbook publishers, 
textbook writers, and textbooks used in schools. The authors question 
whether it was a victory for evolutionists or for other groups. 

KJ 136 078. "The Science-Textbook Controversies." By Dorothy Nelkin. 
Scientific American, 234-4 (April 1976) 33-39. 

The discrepancies between science and creationism are reflected in cur- 
riculum controversies. Students should be free to choose which theory 
they like, according to the creationists who view Darwinian science as 
incompatible with absolute moral values. 

The Sex Education Controversy 

EJ 087 749. "Sex Education: Let's Get on With It." By Lloyd P. Campbell. 
Phi Delta Kappan, 55:4 (December 1973) 245. 

This article suggests that there is plenty of evidence that the needs of 
youth for realistic sex education are not being met. Urges that 
professional educators convince the public that this ignorance is 
daxigerous and destructive. 

EJ 090 667. "The Moral Considerations Affecting Sex Education in the 

Primary School." By J. F. Risby. Journal of Moral Education, 3:1 
(October 1973) 325-343. 

The author raises the question of whether to deal with the problem of 
sex education with or without direct moral guidance. 

EJ 090 G68. "Sox Education within a Social Context." By C. De Santo. 
Journal of Moral f:ducation, 3:1 (October 1973) 345-352. 

This article considers the debate over the inclusion of sex education in 
the school curriculum. 
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EJ 103 214. "What Place Does Sex Education Have in the Schools?" By 
Sol Gordon. Journal of School Healthr 44:4 (April 1974) 186-89. 

This az:c).cle defines sex education and discusses how it should be presented 
in schools. 

EJ 103 215. "Viable Sex Education in the Schools: Expectations of Stu- 
dents, Parents, and Experts," By Paul B, Dearth. Journal of School 
Hiualth, 44:4 (April 1974) 190-9' . 

This article presents the results of a survey that asked pertinent 
questions of the most concerned groups about their expectations regarding 
human sexuality education in ychool.s. 

EJ 110 945. "A Strong Case for Straightforward Sex Education in the Home 
and the School." By Sol Gordon. American School Board Journal, 
162:2 (February 1975) 37-41. 

TV\e author argues in favor of sex education as a joint responsibility of 
schools and parents. 

EJ 110 946. "But Are the Schools Really the Brst Places for Sex Edu- 
cation?" By Donald A. Boyle. American School Board Journal, 162:2 
(February 1075) 40-41. 

The author arques that r>ex education in public schools* is not educationally 
feasible because of diverse community values and inadequate teacher 
preparation. 

KJ 1.10 947. "The Time May Bo Right to Start Sex Education Sans Controvor.sy . 
By I.loyd P. Campbell. Anu^^rican School Board Journal, 162:2 (February 
1975). 4L. 

The author states the need for a comprehensive sex education program at 
all levels of public .schoolincj and suggests that implementation may be 
easifir now than over before. 
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KO 120 633, The School's Responsibility for Sex Education. Fastback 
Number 47, By Elizabeth K. Mooney. Bloomington, IN: Phi De.lta 
Kappa Educational Foundation, 1974. 32pp. EDRS Price: MF~$0,83; 
HC-$2,06 plus postage. Also available from Phi Delta Kappa, 8th 
and Union, Box 789, Bloomington, IN 47401 ($0.50 per copy; quantity 
discounts available) . 

Sex education is a crucial part of the school curriculum, and the first 
responsibility of the school in this area is to train and employ teachers 
who know their task and accept it with grace. The second responsibility 
is to recognize the community, its class stratification, and ethnic 
structure so the program will reflect the cultural values of the com- 
munity. The third responsibility is "to get started." Included in this 
pamphlet is a chapter on practical suggestions for initiating or improv- 
incj sex education programs. 

The Religion~in~the~Schools Controversy 

I::J 085 513. "Religion: Not 'Teaching' But 'Teaching About'," By 

Margherite LaPota. Educational Leadership, 31:1 (October 1973) 
30-33. 

Teaching about religion has never been expressly forbidden to public 
schools. This article presents a program for teaching and establishing 
the academic study of religion, 

EJ 085 565, "Confronting the Court." By Robert N, Lynch. Mowentun . 
4:3 . (October 1973) 40-43. 

This article discusses the influence that Supreme Court decisions have had 
on various religions and proposes what » ild be done to change those 
decisions. 

EJ 102 583. "Compliance wit^ the Schempp Decision: A Decade Later." 
By Micha-.l W. T^Morto and Fred N. Dorminy, Journal of Law and 
^education, 3:3 (July 1974) 399-407. 
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r.n tho Schempp decision, the United States Supreme Court held tliat Bible read- 
inq and prayer in the public schools during normal hours violated the first 
amendment's religio'us freedom protections. This article looks at State stat- 
utory or constitutional compliance; court action in upholding or invalidating 
statutory or constitutional provisions; applicable attorney-general opinions 
and alternative methods of providing public school students with a spiritual 
experience . 

EJ 112 394. "The Role of Religion in the Schools: Challenge to the 

Administrator." By Bernard R. Bonnot . Administrator ' s Notebook ^ 
23:3 (November 1974) 1-4. 

The author reviews the historical development of the role of religion in 
American schools and offers relevant advice to administrators. 

ED 104 735. Handbook on the Legal Rights and Responsibilities of School 
Personnel and Students in the Areas of Moral and Civic Education 
and Teaching About Religion . Sacramento, CA: Calif orria State 
Board of Education, 1973. 32pp. Not available from EDRS. Avail- 
able from California State Department of Education, Bureau of Pub- 
lications, State Education Building, 721 Capitol Mall, Sacramento, 
CA 95814 ($0.50) . 

This handbook, developed by the California Moral Guidelines Implementation 
Committee, provides a structure of legal rights and responsioilities for 
school personnel and students in moral and civic education and teaching 
about rolLcjion. These guidelines were adopted by the California State 
Board of Education in 1973. Section 1 presents the legal and educational 
responsibilities of school personnel, in teaching about moral values and 
public educcition .which include responsibilities on teaching about morality, 
t-.rut.h, justice, patriotism, self-esteem, integrity, empathy, moral inter- 
action, and recognition ot values. Section 2 includes the California 
Administrative Code on professional teacher and student conduct and the 
educational role of the school in promoting the knowledge of constitutional 
cfovernment and democracy. Section ^ provides the Supreme Courc and 
California decisions on teaching religion in public schools. The distilla- 
tion iti made between teaching about and practicing religion in the class- 
room. Appropriate subject, .matter and teaching guidelines for teaching 
about religion are included. 
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ED 108 989. Religion Studies in the Curriculum: Retrospect and Prospect, 
1963-1983. PERSC Selected Papers/Symposium 1. Ed. by Peter Bracher 
and others. Dayton, OH: Write State University, Public Education 
Religion Studies Center, 1974. 100pp. EDRS Price: jMF-$0.83 plus 
postage/ not aval '.able in paper copy from EDRS. Paper copy avail- 
able from PERSC, Wright State University, Dayton, OH 45431 ($3.50 
per copy; discounts available on bulk purchases). 

This publication consists of the papers presented at the first national 
symposium of the Public Education Religion Studies Center (PERSC) . The 
purpose of PERSC is to encourage and facilitate increased and improved 
nonsectarian teaching about religion within constitutional bounds at the 
elementary and secondary level. It emphasizes the natural inclusion of 
the study about religion within the regular curricular offerings such as 
history, art, English, music, and geography. PERSC also conducts work- 
shops, maintains a resource center of available curriculum materials, 
publishes a quarterly newsletter, evaluates existing curriculum materials, 
and develops new materials when necessary. The papers presented at the 
symposium address themselves to the legal and educational dimensions of 
religious education in the past and near future. Titles include: (1) 
Religion Studies in the Curriculum, 1963-1983; (2) Personal Reflections 
on the Schempp Decision; (3) The Decisions of the Court? (4) The 
definition of Religion; (5) Objectivity and Teaching the Bible; (6) 
Imagining Criteria of Curriculum Design for Learning about Religion in 
Public Education; (7) Religious Education versus Academic Religion 
Studies; and (8) Conclusion: Status and Prospects. Appendices include 
criteria for evaluating curricular materials, guidelines for teacher 
education programs, and guidelines for teacher competence. 

ED 108 990. Public Education Religion Studies: Questions and Answers. 
PERSC Guidebook. By Peter Bracher and others. Dayton, OH: Wright 
State University, Public Education Religion Studies Center, 1974. 
28pp» EDRS Price: MP-$0.83; paper copy not available from EDRS. 
Paper copy available from PERSC, Wright State University, Dayton, 
OH 45431 ($1.50 per copy; bulk discounts available). 
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In this guidebook, the Public Education Religion Studies Center (PERSC) 
provides answers to questions frequently raised about religion studies in 
public schools. It is useful to those initiating study about religion in ' 
public schools and to those evaluating both formal and informal study and 
experiences now part of a school's program or activities. The 11 questions 
under consideration include: (1) Is It Legal to Teach About Religion in 
the Public School? (2) Why Should Religion Studies Be Included in the 
Public School Curriculum? (3) What Are the General Goals fox" Religion 
Studies? (4) How Should Religion Be Defined for Public School Study? 
(5) How Do You Study About Religion in Public Schools? (6) Where Is the 
Best Place to Include Religion Studies .in the Ciorriculum? (7) What Are 
the Qualifications for the Teacher of Public School Religion Studies? 
(8) What Criteria Should Be Us5ed in Selecting Teaching Materials? (9) Are 
There Any Curriculum Materials Which Meet These Criteria? (10) What 
Suggestions Can Educators Give to Citizens and Community Groups Who Seek 
Help? (11) ;Vhat Help Can PERSC Offer Teachers or Schools? 

ED 11.3 804, The SJuprtz^we Court and the Religion-Education Controversy : 
A Tlcjhtvopv to lt:ntcinq.lt,ment. By J. Stephen O'Brien and Richard S. 
Vacca. Durham, NC : Mooru Publishing Co., 1974. 113pp. Not 
available from EDRS. Available from Moore Publishing Co. , Box 3143, 
West Durham Station, Durham, NC 27705 ($8.95). 

The scope oC this bc:)ok is limited to a study of case law encompassing the 
major decisions of the United States Supreme Court involving religion and 
education. It is intended to aid readers in predicting the legal rami- 
fications of various legislative enactments and administrative policies 
at' fee ting the schools and ir. understanding the reasoning and procedures 
of the United States Supreme Court. The book is divided into six chapters. 
Chapter 1 is an introduction to the courts* involvement in educational 
decision-making; chapters 2 and 3 examine the major constitutional tests 
utilir.ed by the Supreme c.'ourt in resolving cases involving the relation- 
slu[) of relicjion to education; chapters 4 and 5 discuss the emergence of 
the? MOW "(M\Lanq lement" test trom tlie earlier test of "neutrality** and 
"child bc'nofLt,"; and cha[)t:er G attempL.s to synthesize thu material 
[:>r'OSfnU..<»d cind aid r^MrlnL's:; in nndor:-;tandi nq future legal rariiif.M.cation.s of 
the "(?ntanq 1 nment " tost . 
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Additional Readings on the NSF Controversy 

EJ 126 684. "National and Legislative View: Publication, Marketing, and 
Royalty Policies for NSF Education Materials — Time for a New Look?" 
By Lester G. Paldy. Journal of College Science Teaching, 5:1 
(September 1975) 37-43. 

The author reviews events leading to the congressional controversy of 
funding the precollege implementation program of the National Science 
Foundation (NSF) and attempts to identify some issues related to NSF 
involvement in the implementation of curriculum projects that merit 
further study by those responsible for developi~ng long-range educational 
policy. 

EJ 128 447. "NSF: How Much Responsibility for Course Content, Imple- 
mentation?" By John Walsh. Science, 190:4215 (November 1975) 
644-46. 

This article describes the controversy in the House of Representatives 
concerning National Science Foundation's (NSF) educational programs in 
general, and specifically, the NSF-supported behavioral science course 
for fifth graders, Man: A Course of Study, Political pressure is being . 
placed on NSF to assvune greater responsibility for educationa.1 materials 
it supports. 

EJ 133 480. "NSF Accused of Misusing Peer Review System." By Fred H. 
Zerkel. Chemical and Engineering News, 54:6 (February 1976) 13. 

This article discusses the political controversy surrounding a National 
Science Foundation (NSF) peer review memorandum that erroneously reported 
unanimous funding approval for a project. 
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